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NOMINATIONS OF ANGELA B. STYLES,
STEPHEN A. PERRY, AND JOHN D. GRAHAM

THURSDAY, MAY 17, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:02 a.m., in room
SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Fred Thompson,
Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Thompson, Collins, Voinovich, Bennett, Lieber-
man, Levin, Durbin, Carper, and Akaka.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN THOMPSON

Chairman THOMPSON. The Committee will come to order, please.
I think we will go ahead and get started.

This morning we are holding a hearing to consider the nomina-
tions of Angela Styles to be Administrator of the Office of Federal
Procurement Policy; Stephen Perry to be Administrator of the Gen-
eral Services Administration; and Dr. John Graham to be the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs at
the Office of Management and Budget.

I understand that we have some Members of Congress and Sen-
ators here today to introduce these nominees. I will begin with
Congressman Joe Barton. Glad to have you with us, Congressman.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JOE BARTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be
here before you, and Senator Voinovich, and the other Members of
your Committee. It is my pleasure to introduce to this Committee
Angela Barbee Styles. She is a young woman who I have known
for over 10 years. Her father was one of my three chairmen in my
first campaign for political office for U.S. Congress back in 1984.
Angela helped some in that campaign in a volunteer capacity. She
was attending college at the time. She later decided to take a break
from her college duties and worked for me for over a year in my
legislative shop here in Washington. She handled some fairly major
issues. She was very bright, very personable, and very dedicated.

She then decided to go back to college, went back to the Univer-
sity of Virginia. She graduated with distinction, went on to grad-
uate school later on at the University of Texas at Austin, where
she graduated with honors.

She has been in Washington for a number of years now, most re-
cently with a private law firm where her expertise was in con-
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tracting with the Federal Government. She is now married, has
one child, I think a second child on the way. In fact, I think she
is 9 months’ pregnant, so this had better be a short hearing, Mr.
Chairman. [Laughter.]

Mr. BARTON. I am trained as an emergency:

Chairman THOMPSON. You notice we have her first.

Mr. BARTON. I noticed that. I would hate to have to show my
skills as a volunteer ambulance driver and try to help deliver a
new U.S. citizen in this hearing. But she is very well qualified. She
would have the highest recommendation from any individual that
she had worked with, and I would hope that this Committee would
give her a positive recommendation and an expeditious review to
the full Senate.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

Senator Voinovich, I believe you have an introduction.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. At this time, I
know it is not according to our protocol, but I would like to yield
to the dean of the Ohio delegation, Congressman Ralph Regula, to
begin the introduction of Steve Perry.

Chairman THOMPSON. Congressman Regula.

TESTIMONY OF HON. RALPH REGULA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. REGULA. Well, thank you, and thank you for your time and
courtesy. I am here to speak on behalf of Stephen Perry, a senior
vice president for human resources for the Timken Company. It is
approximately a $3 billion company, operating in approximately 22
countries. So it gives you a measure of the responsibilities he car-
ries as the vice president of this company.

In 1991, he was appointed by our then-Governor Voinovich to be
a member of his cabinet and Director of the Department of Admin-
istrative Services for the State of Ohio. So I know, Senator, you
know very well of his excellent service to the State of Ohio.

He has a master of science degree from Akron University and an
MBA from Stanford University Graduate School, attended the Uni-
versity of Michigan, executive development. I could give you a
whole list of all the things in which he has been involved. Just let
me say that he is a great citizen of our community, highly re-
spected, involved in a great number of community activities—the
Stark Foundation and as a trustee of the Professional Football Hall
of Fame.

I am pleased, in fact, proud to introduce Steve Perry and rec-
ommend him for the job of the head of General Services Adminis-
tration because I know the kind of service he has given to our com-
munity. His professional service on behalf of the Timken Company
has been outstanding, and, of course, as Senator Voinovich knows,
he did a great job on behalf of the State of Ohio. And his experi-
%nscz in Ohio fits very well with the responsibility of heading up

Chairman THOMPSON. Mr. Congressman, thank you very much.
I know you gentlemen have a very busy schedule, and you are wel-
come to stay as long as you can. But I know that you probably need
to leave, so thank you very much for being with us.

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Senator.




Mr. REGULA. Thank you.
Chairman THOMPSON. Senator Voinovich.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR VOINOVICH

Senator VOINOVICH. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to join with
Congressman Regula in introducing to the Committee, President
Bush’s nominee for the position of the Administrator of the General
Services Administration, my good friend Stephen Perry, of Canton,
Ohio.

Steve, I would like to extend a warm welcome to you and your
lovely wife, Sondra, and thank you for your willingness to serve
your country in a demanding position. I am delighted that you
have once again accepted the call to public service. I would also
like to thank you, Sondra, for the sacrifices you and your family
made when Steve served in Ohio State Government and will likely
make during his tenure at GSA.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the position of GSA Administrator
is probably best described as being the Federal Government’s land-
lord and purchasing agent all rolled into one. The GSA Adminis-
trator is responsible for an annual business volume of $16 billion.
Although filling the role of Administrator can be a daunting task,
I believe, without question, that Mr. Perry is the right individual
for this important position.

Mr. Chairman, I have personally worked closely with Steve Perry
for a number of years. In February 1991, during my first term as
Governor, I was pleased to appoint Mr. Perry to my cabinet as Di-
rector of the Ohio Department of Administrative Services, a posi-
tion he filled until March 1993. He successfully managed this large
department which is responsible for providing enabling services to
State agencies in a manner similar to that of the GSA at the Fed-
eral level, including construction and maintenance services for
Ohio’s public buildings and leased facilities, procurement of sup-
plies and services, and telecommunications services.

As the director of the department, Mr. Perry played a key role
with the Governor’s Operations Improvement task force—essen-
tially, a Statewide top-to-bottom audit of State programs designed
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of each department and
agency in State Government.

Further, he served as my designee on the Managing for the Fu-
ture task force, conducting a 12-month study to develop rec-
ommendations for the most efficient and effective operation of
Ohio’s higher education system. In 1993, I appointed Mr. Perry to
a 9-year term on the Ohio Board of Regents, where he has had a
leadership role in implementing these recommendations and other
improvements statewide.

Mr. Perry also helped me initiate Ohio’s Total Quality Manage-
ment program, which included working closely with unionized
State employees. In my view, if Federal agencies are ever going to
improve their operations, not only do they need to adopt modern
business practices, but they need to make sure that unionized em-
ployees are involved in the process as well. I am glad that GSA will
have an Administrator with experience in these areas.

In addition to his extensive government service, Mr. Perry has
had significant general management experience during his 37-year
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career with the Timken Company. After serving with distinction in
my cabinet, he rejoined the company in 1993 as vice president, and
in 1998 he was named senior vice president for human resources,
purchasing, and communications.

His experience in both the public and private sector is going to
be a tremendous asset to GSA. I have seen many skilled private
sector managers stumble when given high-level government posi-
tions because they are not familiar with how government works.
This is not going to be a problem for Mr. Perry.

In light of the Federal Government’s pressing need for effective
managers, especially in the critical areas of human capital and pro-
curement, I can think of few individuals more experienced and
more qualified to assume the leadership of GSA than Mr. Perry.

Steve, I look forward to working with you, and I thank you, Mr.
Chairman, for holding this confirmation hearing this morning.

[The prepared opening statement of Senator Voinovich follows:]

PREPARED OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR VOINOVICH

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, it is my great pleasure to join Congressman Regula
in introducing to this Committee, President Bush’s nominee for the position of Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Administration, my good friend, Mr. Stephen A.
Perry of Canton, Ohio.

Stephen, I would like to extend a warm welcome to you and your lovely wife,
Sondra, and thank you for your willingness to serve your country in a demanding
position. I am delighted that you have once again accepted the call to public service.
I would also like to thank you, Sondra, for the sacrifices you and your family made
when Steve served in Ohio State Government, and will likely make during his ten-
ure at GSA.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the position of GSA Administrator is probably best
described as being the Federal Government’s landlord and purchasing agent all
rolled into one. The GSA Administrator is responsible for an annual business vol-
ume of $16 billion. Although filling the role of Administrator can be a daunting
task, I believe, without question, that Mr. Perry is the right individual for this im-
portant position.

Mr. Chairman, I have personally worked closely with Stephen Perry for a number
of years. In February of 1991, during my first term as Governor of Ohio, I was
pleased to appoint Stephen to my Cabinet as Director of the Ohio Department of
Administrative Services, a position he filled until March of 1993. He successfully
managed this large department which is responsible for providing enabling services
to State agencies in a manner similar to that of GSA at the Federal level, including
construction and maintenance services for Ohio’s public buildings and leased facili-
ties, procurement of supplies and services, and telecommunications services.

As Director of the Department of Administrative Services, Mr. Perry played a key
role with the “Governor’s Operations Improvement” task force; essentially, a state-
wide top-to-bottom audit of State programs designed to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of each department and agency of State Government.

Further, he served as my designee on the “Managing for the Future” task force,
conducting a 12-month study to develop recommendations for the most efficient and
effective operation of Ohio’s higher education system. In 1993, I appointed Mr. Perry
to a 9-year term on the Ohio Board of Regents, where he has had a leadership role
in implementing these recommendations and other improvements statewide.

Mr. Perry also helped me initiate Ohio’s total quality management program,
which included working closely with unionized State employees. In my view, if Fed-
eral agencies are ever going to improve their operations, not only do they need to
adopt modern business practices, but they need to make sure that unionized em-
ployees are involved in the process as well. I am glad that GSA will have an Admin-
istrator with experience in these areas.

In addition to his extensive government service, Mr. Perry has had significant
general management experience during his 37-year career with The Timken Com-
pany. After serving with distinction in my Cabinet, he rejoined the company in 1993
as vice president, and in 1998 he was named senior vice president for human re-
sources, purchasing, and communications.
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His experience in both the public and private sector is going to be a tremendous
asset to GSA. I have seen many skilled private sector managers stumble when given
high-level government positions, because they are unfamiliar with how government
works. This is not going to be a problem for Mr. Perry.

In light of the Federal Government’s pressing need for effective managers—espe-
cially in the critical areas of human capital and procurement—I can think of few
individuals more experienced or qualified to assume the leadership of GSA than Mr.
Perry.

Stephen, I look forward to working with you, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for
holding this confirmation hearing this morning.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

Before we turn to the nominees, Senator Durbin, did you have
any opening comments?

Senator DURBIN. No.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right. Let’s turn to the nominees, and
we will begin with Angela Styles, to be Administrator of the Office
of Federal Procurement Policy at OMB.

The mission of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy is to pro-
vide overall direction of government-wide procurement policies, reg-
ulations, procedures, and forms for executive agencies to promote
economy, efficiency, and effectiveness in the procurement of prop-
erty and services by the executive branch. This Committee has a
longstanding interest in and jurisdiction over the Federal procure-
ment system and has been primarily responsible for statutory im-
provements like the Federal Acquisitions Streamlining Act and the
Clinger-Cohen Act and continuous oversight of the procurement
process.

Unfortunately, improvement in the procurement system has been
slow in coming. One of our primary allies in the effort to ensure
that within the procurement system industry sellers and govern-
ment buyers offer and acquire, respectively, maximum value for the
taxpayer is the Office of Federal Procurement Policy.

I was pleased to see several initiatives already announced by the
new administration. Forcing more competition in the many activi-
ties performed by the government, requiring more performance-
based contracting, and insisting that we utilize the power of the
Internet to streamline our procurement are just some of the things
that are already underway. These initiatives, when implemented,
will reap millions in savings and bring greater efficiency to govern-
ment operations.

Angela Styles has the experience and background to take on
these challenges. In addition to substantive experience in govern-
ment, both on the Hill and on behalf of the State of Texas, Ms.
Styles has hands-on experience representing clients with real gov-
ernment procurement problems, with increasing focus in recent
years on disputes involving cost accounting standards, compliance,
and allowability of costs under Federal contracts.

The Committee welcomes you, Ms. Styles.

Ms. Styles has filed responses to a biographical and financial
questionnaire, answered pre-hearing questions submitted by the
Committee, and had her financial statements reviewed by the Of-
fice of Government Ethics. Without objection, this information will
be made a part of the hearing record, with the exception of the fi-
nancial data, which is on file and available for public inspection in
the Committee’s office.
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Our Committee rules require that all witnesses at nomination
hearings give their testimony under oath. Ms. Styles, would you
please stand and raise your right hand? Do you solemnly swear to
tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help
you, God?

Ms. STYLES. I do.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Please be seated.

At this point I would like to give Ms. Styles an opportunity to
introduce anyone who is with her here this morning.

Ms. StYLES. I would like to introduce my husband, Scott Styles.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you. Welcome. Glad to have you
with us this morning.

Any further opening remarks by anyone? If not, we will turn to
Ms. Styles and receive any statement that she might have for us.

TESTIMONY OF ANGELA B. STYLES!' TO BE ADMINISTRATOR
OF THE OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT POLICY AT
THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

Ms. STYLES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee. It is an honor to be here. I owe a special thanks to Con-
gressman Joe Barton for his thoughtful introduction and a debt of
gratitude for his continued support throughout my professional life.
I am honored and grateful for his support today.

Second, but, I must confess, most importantly, I want to thank
my husband, Scott, for his steadfast support throughout my career.
Today is a particularly special occasion because it is also our wed-
ding anniversary. I cannot imagine a better husband and father or
one person that could possibly have been more tolerant and under-
standing of my legal career and now my commitment to public
service.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to express my gratitude to the Com-
mittee for the expeditious consideration of my nomination. Your
staff has shown me extraordinary courtesy by moving through the
process quickly. I appreciate their time and preparation as well as
the opportunity to further develop the working and personal rela-
tionships that I have had with several members of your staff over
the past few years.

I am deeply honored and privileged by the President’s nomina-
tion to be Administrator of the Office of Federal Procurement Pol-
icy and am looking forward with great anticipation to providing
leadership and fostering an atmosphere of professional and excel-
lence in acquisition policy.

Over the past decade, the Federal acquisition system has under-
gone significant and continual reform. This reform movement has
achieved many laudable goals, most important of which govern-
ment customers now receive the goods they need in a fraction of
the time it took a decade ago. However, as with any reform move-
ment, confusion has often dominated the process. I have been and
continue to be concerned that the efficient procurement model, cou-
pled with significant implementation confusion, has compromised

1The prepared statement of Ms. Styles appears in the Appendix on page 67.
The biographical and financial information of Ms. Styles appear in the Appendix on page 69.
Pre-hearing questions and responses appear in the Appendix on page 77.
Post-hearing questions and responses appear in the Appendix on page 91.



7

concepts fundamental to our system of government and our system
of procurement.

We must never forget that we are procuring $200 billion a year
in goods and services for the Federal Government with taxpayer
dollars. Because we are spending the public’s money, there are
some goals that cannot be compromised in the name of efficiency.
The real challenge for OFPP in this administration will be to bal-
ance the obvious benefits of increased efficiencies with the mainte-
nance of fundamental concepts of competition, due process, integ-
rity, and transparency. Indeed, OMB has already started working
towards these goals with management initiatives relating to com-
petitive sourcing and performance-based service contracts.

The next 4 years will be important years for our procurement
system. I look forward to the prospect of working with you and
other Members of Congress on these difficult acquisition issues.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, for
the opportunity to appear before you and for the time you have
given me. I am happy to answer any questions you might have.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. As I indicated ear-
lier, the Committee submitted some substantive pre-hearing ques-
tions to the nominee, and the nominee has also met with Com-
mittee staff, as you have indicated, to discuss a variety of issues
of Congressional interest regarding this office.

Your written responses to the written questions will be placed in
the record.

I will start with questions that we ask all nominees. Is there
anything that you are aware of in your background which might
present a conflict of interest with the duties of the office to which
you have been nominated?

Ms. STYLES. No.

Chairman THOMPSON. Do you know of anything, personal or oth-
erwise, that would in any way prevent you from fully and honor-
ably discharging the responsibilities as Administrator of OFPP?

Ms. STYLES. No, sir.

Chairman THOMPSON. Do you agree without reservation to re-
spond to any reasonable summons to appear and testify before any
duly constituted Member of Congress if you are confirmed?

Ms. STYLES. Yes.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right. Ms. Styles, in a March 9, 2001,
memorandum to agency heads, OMB Deputy Director Sean O’Keefe
stated that agencies should set goals to make greater use of per-
formance-based contracts. As you know, part of our government-
wide procurement amendment to the DOD Authorization Act last
year included language to provide for performance-based contracts,
but there is apparently disagreement among the agencies regarding
the requirements to qualify as a performance-based contract.

Do you think agencies will be able to meet this goal set out in
Mr. O’Keefe’s memo? And what benefits do you think might be de-
rived from such contracts?

Ms. STYLES. I certainly hope that the agencies can meet these
goals. Part of the problem right now, I think, as I identified in my
responses to the written questions, is that there is no agreement
among the agencies on what qualifies as a performance-based con-
tract. NASA, for instance, thinks cost reimbursement type con-
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tracts are performance-based contracts. Other agencies don’t agree
with that.

Chairman THOMPSON. How would you define a performance-
based contract?

Ms. STYLES. I think there may need to be more than one defini-
tion for performance-based contracts. You have contracts on the
low-risk end of the spectrum, which would be fixed-price contracts
for something like janitorial services. I think we could define a per-
formance-based contract, as it has been defined in the past, to in-
clude incentives to be stating what you want performed as opposed
to the specific steps to get there.

On the high-risk end of the spectrum, I think we should—we
need to work a little bit harder to maybe take out some of the in-
centives. Obviously it’s not going to be fixed-price contracts when
you’re talking about a cost reimbursement contract.

I think we need to work on definitions that can fit the specific
situations. There may be an overriding definition that can fit low-
risk and high-risk contracts, but I think we also need to make sure
that we don’t forget high-risk contracts or cost reimbursement type
contracts when we’re making that definition.

Chairman THOMPSON. In the interest of economy and efficiency,
Federal Government buyers are placing increased emphasis on the
use of multi-agency contracts. When properly developed and used,
these contracts may enable Federal agencies to further leverage the
government’s buying power and satisfy agencies’ contractual re-
quirements. Agencies have been successful in marketing their
many government-wide contracts to other Federal agencies.

There has been some concern that agencies are using these vehi-
cles to short-cut competition. What are your views on the use of
these government-wide contracts? And how will you ensure that
they are used for the benefit of the government’s leveraged buying
power and at the same time maintain competition?

Ms. STYLES. I am very concerned about the proliferation of these
types of contracts. The best analogy that I can make is for me to
go out and buy a car. The most efficient and easiest way for me
to do that is to go to the Ford dealership down the street and tell
them I want the new 2002 Ford Explorer with the third-row seat.
But that doesn’t mean I'm getting the best price for that car. There
are other dealerships in town. There are dealerships in Texas.
There are dealerships in California.

From a procurement—and the most cost-effective way for me to
actually buy that car would be to go to one inexpensive service that
scours the country for the cheapest 2002 Ford Explorer, and I may
be getting that car from New Mexico. It may take me 2 or 3 weeks,
but I got the best price for the exact same car that I would have
paid more for at the Ford dealership down the street.

Contracting officers face a similar situation, but they don’t have
the mechanism, they don’t have the centralized mechanism or
somebody that’s going to scour the agencies’ acquisition contracts
or the types of contracts to find out what the best deal they can
get or to find out the best vehicle for contracting for what they
want.

A contracting officer looks at the situation. He will go to essen-
tially the Ford dealership down the street, the easiest place to buy
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the goods or service that he needs. There is no centralization of
these government-wide acquisition contracts. There’s no one place
he can go to to find all of the contracts for whatever particular
goods or service he’s looking for. So there’s no assurance—in fact,
there’s no assurance whatsoever that we’re getting the best deal,
that there’s any competition, and I think in the end the taxpayers
are probably paying a great deal more money for the convenience
of going to the Ford dealership down the street.

Chairman THOMPSON. Do you have any ideas for improving that
situation?

Ms. StYLES. I think we need to centralize the contracts that
we’re looking at, at least some centralization of where to go to look
for the contracts. In the long term, I think we also need to be tak-
ing a look at the user fees on these contracts also.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Voinovich.

Senator VOINOVICH. I am interested to hear you talk about cen-
tralization. If you are going to go in that direction, you better make
sure that you have some really efficient people, because from my
experience in government, it takes forever and a day to get any-
thing done when you have had centralized purchasing. I think that
is something that needs to be guarded against.

The other thing that I would like to share with you is that so
often there is an attitude that programs to provide incentives to
minority business and small business are more socially oriented
rather than bottom-line. I recall while I was mayor of the city of
Cleveland that we participated in a Federal program that was
aimed at attracting more people to compete for work with the De-
fense Department. When that program was announced, there were
accusations that it was going to be a rip-off and it wasn’t the right
thing to do. It happened to specifically deal with torpedoes. We
really promoted the program while I was mayor, and we got a lot
of people to be interested in providing parts of torpedoes that had
previously been purchased through the “good-old-boy” network.

I will never forget it as long as I live. This major torpedo com-
pany, after it was all said and done, saved $14 million as a result
of going to the northeastern Ohio area and giving some folks an op-
portunity to compete for those Federal contracts.

There was also in place something called a Maybank amend-
ment, but I don’t know if that is still around in terms of pur-
chasing. You had to give the contract to the lowest and the best
bidder. I lobbied very hard, and this was at a time in the early
1980’s when unemployment was large in urban areas, 20 percent
in my city. We lobbied through a provision that said that if you
were in a labor surplus area where they had high unemployment,
that if the person applying for the work was within 5 percent of
the low bid, that they would get the work. So once we got it
through, I said now we have to take advantage of it.

The interesting thing is this: By opening it up to a lot more peo-
ple—we created an office called the “Make it in Cleveland” program
with the Greater Cleveland Growth Association. It is something
you should look into. They went out and looked at people that could
compete for these contracts, particularly in the Defense Depart-
ment. Long story short, we got a lot of contracts, and in no case
did we ever have to take advantage of the 5 percent provision. The
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contracts from Ohio were the lowest bid. But there was kind of a
closed set-up, that only the people that were wired got the busi-
ness. And I am just bringing that to your attention because so
often there is an attitude that some of these “social welfare” pro-
grams are going to cost us more money and we've got to worry
about the bottom line. Well, I am saying that the ones I have had
experience with have been terrific, and I would hope that you
would look into those.

The last thing I would like to discuss with you—and I would like
your comments—is how familiar are you with the quality of the in-
dividuals that you are going to be dealing with in some of the de-
partments in terms of procurement?

Ms. STYLES. I am relatively familiar with people that I have
worked with at the Department of Defense. I have had clients and
we have negotiated a number of agreements with the Department
of Defense, many of them being contracting officers, defense cor-
porate executives and the like.

Senator VOINOVICH. What about the quality of their work?

Ms. STYLES. The ones I have dealt with have been very high
quality, although I will qualify that with saying that most of the
clients I worked with are the larger defense contractors. So I think
you would expect their contracting officers or their defense cor-
porate executives to be probably the best.

Senator VOINOVICH. I have held hearings on the human capital
crisis, and we had a hearing on the Commission on U.S. Security
in the 21st Century. I would suggest that you read the testimony
from Dr. Schlessinger, and from Admiral Trane, and familiarize
yourself with it, because they have basically concluded that we are
in a serious situation, particularly in the Defense Department, in
terms of the quality of individuals that are there. I think one of the
major problems that you are going to be confronted with is the
quality of people who are in those departments and the prospect
that many of them are going to be retiring before the year 2004 or
will be eligible for retirement.

Ms. STYLES. I agree, and I think as we move to more competitive
sourcing under A-76, the procurement people, the contracting offi-
cers are going to become increasingly more important. And I think
we need to focus more training and recruitment in that area.

Senator VOINOVICH. I would urge you, anybody in OMB—and my
observation is we haven’t had any “M” in OMB—that there be a
specific line item for training in the Federal Government. There is
no training line item, even today in the budgets that are being sub-
mitted. I have asked the same question, and they don’t have it in
their budgets. You should have training in those budgets. Without
it, those departments can’t be competitive. Many of the individuals
are going to leave if they don’t have an opportunity to improve
their skills.

Ms. STYLES. I agree.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. I always learn
more about State and local government by listening to Senator
Voinovich. Someday I am going to learn why the city of Cleveland
needs torpedoes. [Laughter.]

We will get into that later. Senator Durbin.
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Senator DURBIN. I have no questions, but the Chairman will also
know, when he visits Cleveland, he can visit Voinovich Park, which
I have seen in Cleveland.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

I might point out Senator Lieberman and I have sent a letter to
OMB on the human resources problem, that we are very concerned
about that Senator Voinovich mentioned. So I am sure that you
will be talking to each other about that with your folks in OMB.

That is all the questions I have. We expect to act on your nomi-
nation promptly. We thank you for being here. We thank you for
offering yourself to public service, and you are obviously a very
qu(flliﬁed, knowledgeable person, and we appreciate your being here
today.

Ms. StYLES. Thank you for having me.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

We will now proceed to the nomination of Stephen A. Perry, to
be Administrator, General Services Administration. The GSA Ad-
ministrator is responsible for managing the agency that supports
the work of the Federal Government. It provides work space, equip-
ment, supplies, procurement services, and other assistance to other
Federal employees. Therefore, it is extremely important for the Ad-
ministrator to be well versed in government operations.

Mr. Perry brings that experience to this position through his
work as part of Senator Voinovich’s—then-Governor Voinovich—
cabinet as Director of the Ohio Department of Administrative Serv-
ices, and his role as senior vice president, human resources, pur-
chasing, and communications at the Timken Company.

In light of the Federal Government’s need for effective managers,
Mr. Perry seems to be very qualified to assume the leadership of
GSA. Mr. Perry has filed responses to a biographical and financial
questionnaire, answered pre-hearing questions submitted by the
Committee, and had his financial statements reviewed by the Of-
fice of Government Ethics. Without objection, this information will
be made a part of the hearing record, with the exception of the fi-
nancial data, which is on file and available for public inspection in
the Committee’s office.

Committee rules require that all witnesses at nomination hear-
ings give their testimony under oath. Mr. Perry, would you please
stand and raise your right hand? Do you solemnly swear to tell the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you,
God?

Mr. PERRY. I do.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Be seated, please.

At this point I would like to give Mr. Perry an opportunity to in-
troduce anyone here today with him he might want to introduce.

TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN A. PERRY ! TO BE ADMINISTRATOR
OF THE GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Senator Thompson. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee, it certainly is an honor for me to be

1The prepared statement of Mr. Perry appears in the Appendix on page 93.
The biographical and financial information of Mr. Perry appear in the Appendix on page 104.
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have been nominated by President Bush to serve as Administrator
of General Services, and it is also an honor for me to have this op-
portunity to talk about that subject with this Committee today.
With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would first like to take a
moment, though, to say thank you to Senator Voinovich and to
Congressman Regula, not only for the kind words that they said
this morning, but more particularly for their friendship over the
years and for the kindness that they have extended to Sondra and
me and many other constituents, I am sure, back in our home
State of Ohio. I also want to take this opportunity to thank Senator
DeWine, who could not be here this morning because of his work
on the Judiciary Committee, but he has certainly been very helpful
and supportive of me in this instance and throughout my experi-
ence working in public service.

I sincerely appreciate the support and counsel that these gentle-
men have given me over the years, and other members of the Ohio
delegation have done the same. I understand that by supporting
my nomination to lead GSA, each of them is saying something
about the trust that they would place in me, and I want each of
them to know, particularly you, Senator Voinovich, and I would
like each of the Members of this Committee to know, that if I am
confirmed, I pledge to continually strive to be worthy of your trust.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly agree with you and other Members of
the Committee regarding the very important role and responsibility
that General Services Administration has in achieving effective and
efficient government services on behalf of the American people. It
certainly is very clear to me that the quality and timeliness of the
work done by GSA in providing services to the other Federal agen-
cies has a direct and significant impact on the ability of those other
agencies to achieve their respective missions. The challenge for
GSA is to achieve and sustain itself as a high-performance organi-
zation, committed to continuous improvement of the services that
it provides to meet the needs of its customer agencies, and thereby
improve government services rendered directly to the public.

Mr. Chairman, I am very excited about the possibility of joining
the team at GSA in this very important work. I am excited because
I believe strongly in President Bush’s aspiration to apply solid gen-
eral management practices as the means to significantly improve
government services for all Americans. I am excited because of the
very interesting managerial challenge that will be involved with
such a large and complex organization, and I am also excited to
have this opportunity to be so involved in public service. I know
that achieving and sustaining high-performance and a continuous
improvement culture at GSA will be a very big job. I know it will
have its hardships and frustrations. I know it will require long
hours and some sacrifice by me, and certainly by Sondra and by
others at GSA. I know that the administration and this Committee
have high performance expectations for GSA.

From what I have learned, I believe that the people at GSA will
accept the challenge for high-performance, and I am confident that
I can help the GSA team make it happen. Mr. Chairman, as I
thought about this hearing this morning and what I might say in
this brief opening statement, I felt it might be useful to the Com-
mittee if I said a few words about my views on achieving and sus-
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taining high performance in such an organization. Obviously, ac-
complishing this will require a number of things on behalf of people
both outside and inside the agency, and I wanted to take a moment
to mention just a few of these items.

First, I know that it is going to require very effective communica-
tion in all that we do. Constructive dialogue is critically important
to get everyone involved on the same page and pulling in the same
direction. Pardon me. I will have to ad lib. One example of a par-
ticular item of effective communication that perhaps we should
spend some time on in the next few months, I believe, is in the
area of the communication that GSA has with members of Con-
gress and particularly with their staffs, and the same thing is
going to be true with respect to communication that GSA has with
the administration, and, there again, particularly with a staff of
OMB.

In fact, communication can be improved. I have had the oppor-
tunity to meet with some of the Congressional staff already, and
talk about ideas that they have for making that improvement. I
look forward to working together with them to make that happen.
Second, in addition to improving communication, as I just men-
tioned, achieving and sustaining high-performance at GSA will re-
quire developing an intimate working relationship with each of our
customer agencies, so that we can work well together with them to
devglop the most effective and efficient approach to satisfy their
needs.

The third item I would mention, that is necessary for achieving
high-performance at GSA, will be to develop a very close working
relationship with our suppliers. That is the way in which we can
develop win-win approaches to developing the best value propo-
sition for our customer agencies.

Fourth, it will require organizational capability building. We
need to do this in order to have the people in place that are capable
to achieve the mission that we have set out to achieve, and this
brings us to the discussion that Senator Voinovich raised with re-
spect to managing our human capital.

We must have a strong human capital management process
throughout government. I am speaking particularly as it would re-
late to GSA. In this case, we must first determine the skills and
competencies needed to achieve our specific goals for the coming
years. We need to document that, understand what it will take to
get us where we want to go. After having done that, then we need
to identify the gap that exists between what is needed for success
and what we have in place today. As we have identified that gap,
then we need to execute the staffing plan that will bridge that gap
by developing talent, by providing training, by recruiting people
with the specific skills that GSA will need to achieve its goals.

Mr. Chairman, the last item I will mention in this area of achiev-
ing and sustaining performance at GSA is a very, very critical one,
and it is the need to have what I call a strong performance man-
agement process throughout the agency. I think the guidelines in
the Government Performance and Results Act, or GPRA, will serve
as the framework for this work. Our performance management
process will be built on the foundation of shared GSA values and
missions, along with clearly-articulated goals and performance ex-
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pectations. You can be sure that among the fundamental values
will be integrity, customer service and accountability for results.

We will work very hard to see that each individual on the GSA
team understands his or her role and responsibility, and just as im-
portantly as understanding, we will work to see that they are
strongly committed and aligned with each other to achieve the
powerful force necessary for high-performance and to successfully
achieve the GSA mission. We will have clear performance expecta-
tions. We will work with our oversight committees and the OMB
staff to make sure that is the case.

We will have performance measures, so that we can be held ac-
countable for our results. We will be proactive in taking corrective
action as necessary to stay on course; and finally, the performance
management process will provide for rewards and recognition to
the people of GSA for their achievements. Mr. Chairman and Mem-
bers of the Committee, as I said earlier, I know that achieving and
sustaining high performance and continuous improvement at GSA
will be a very big job. I believe that I do have the relevant experi-
ences in business and in State Government which will enable me
to be a strong contributor to the success of the GSA team in achiev-
ing the things that we have discussed here today.

It would be an honor and a privilege for me to serve our country
in this capacity as Administrator of GSA, and so I respectively ask
for your support of my nomination. Thank you very much, and I
would be happy to answer any questions.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. As I indicated
earlier, the Committee submitted some substantive pre-hearing
questions to the nominee,! and the nominee has also met with the
Committee staff to discuss a variety of issues of Congressional in-
terest. Your written responses to the questions will be placed in the
record, and I will start my questioning with questions we ask of all
nominees.

Is there anything that you are aware of in your background
which might present a conflict of interest with the duties of the of-
fice to which you have been nominated?

Mr. PERRY. No, sir, there is not.

Chairman THOMPSON. Do you know of anything, personal or oth-
erwise, that would in any way prevent you from fully and honor-
ably discharging the responsibilities of the Administrator of GSA?

Mr. PERRY. No.

Chairman THOMPSON. Do you agree with reservation to respond
to any reasonable summons to appear and testify before any duly
constituted committee of Congress, if you are confirmed?

Mr. PERRY. Yes, I do.

Chairman THOMPSON. Mr. Perry, as you know, the GSA’s Inspec-
tor General and the GAO have identified a number of management
challenges that inhibit GSA’s ability to achieve its mission, and
this Committee has asked all agencies continually to set goals for
solving many of these problems. As GSA’s authorizing committee,
we have a particular interest that you use the Results Act. You re-
ferred to GPRA, the Results Act, a few moments ago, but we really

1
Pre-hearing questions and responses of Mr. Perry appear in the Appendix on page 122.
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need you to use that to report to us on the extent to which you are
solving them.

I am informed that the GSA, with some reluctance, has begun to
report on its major management challenges in its performance re-
port—as you know, the Results Act requires annual performance
reports—as to whether or not we are actually achieving the goals
we set out to achieve. We are trying to get to a performance-based
government here, instead of looking at inputs, how many hours we
spent or how many pieces of paper we shuffle. We are looking for
results. Are we getting the job done that we were set up to do?
These reports help us do that.

However, rather than setting concrete goals for addressing the
problems, some of these GSA reports simply report on activities
that they are undertaking to solve the problems. For example, re-
garding what the Inspector General calls GSA’s information tech-
nology problem, GSA simply reports that they are working hard to
improve. So I am going to ask you to really focus on that. We just
had the Mercatus Center give us a report on the latest round of
reports submitted, and they are all over the lot. Some agencies are
doing a lot better job than others, and I think it depends more than
anything else on what kind of leadership they are getting from the
top, and whether or not the heads of these agencies prioritize that
and think it is important.

We think it is important, and we are going to be coming back to
you time and time again, to make improvements, not only in your
department or in your agency, but in the way you report your im-
provements. You sound, from your opening statement, like you
fully appreciate that, without my even having to ask the question.

Mr. PERRY. Yes, Senator, I absolutely do, and that is why I did
allude to that in my remarks, because I think the guidelines pro-
vided in the Government Performance and Results Act really do
represent some elements of best management practices in that re-
gard. It does talk about setting challenging, but achievable, goals;
goals that are important to your customers, not necessarily goals
that mean something only to people inside the organization. It also
talks about doing that in a collaborative way, by that, I mean hav-
ing dialogue so that people inside the organization understand the
importance of the goal, and hopefully, in the course of that dia-
logue, really develop some personal commitment to achieve the
goal; and as that happens, you do need to have, of course, in place
a process to measure progress, the willingness to take corrective ac-
tion if it is necessary to make sure you stay on track, and then,
at the end of the day, you do have the data that measures whether
or not you have moved the needle in the right direction, and that’s
what leads to accountability and continuous improvement.

Another point, which I also alluded to, is that in the course of
developing this initial plan and in the course of developing the ini-
tial performance measures by which we shall hold ourselves ac-
countable, that is the point in time when GSA and the oversight
committees, and people involved both on the Congressional side
and the administrative side, need to be clear and on the same page.
It should not be that GSA develops goals in a vacuum and then
works on them. It should be that GSA develops goals that there is
some consensus about, that these are the right things, so that we
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make sure we are doing what is viewed by everyone as the right
thing. So I subscribe to that wholeheartedly. That will be the place
where we will begin to work, day one.

Chairman THOMPSON. Well, it looks like the agency is getting,
maybe slowly, on the right track. I mentioned the Mercatus Center
at George Mason University that does this annual assessment
every year, and pointing out the importance of the job that you are
about to take, it says the following: It says, “Because of the nature
of GSA’s role in the government, which is to serve other agencies’
business needs, improving its own processes often automatically
benefits its customers in the Federal Government and presumably
citizen taxpayers. The connection between what GSA does and the
expected result is obvious. This report gives tangible evidence of
savings to its customers. The story is not told at the highest level,
but at the performance goal level, the impact is clear.” So they
have been able to document, through this reporting, and this last
one anyway, some savings to its customers. So it looks like you
have some good people over there working on this already.

Mr. PERRY. I would agree with that, Senator. In fact, there are
a couple areas where the goals are really well-measured. I will
mention public building service. There are certainly some other
challenges in that area, but they had a specific goal as to how
many days it would require to place an agency in leased space,
once they had made the request, and there was dramatic improve-
ment, even though the IG’s report shows that they did not achieve
the goal they set, the improvement was dramatic, and I think that
is what engenders inside the people in the organization that win-
ning, and you win a little bit and then you win a little bit more
and then you win a little bit more, and before you know it, you be-
come a high-performance organization dedicated to that kind of
performance.

Chairman THOMPSON. That is right. The direction is what is im-
portant, and agencies should not be afraid to set high goals for fear
of missing their goal and somebody is going to criticize them. I
think it is much more impressive to set high goals, and, whether
you meet them or not, you are making progress toward achieving
them. It sounds like that is what you are doing. GSA’s government
property auction site allows agencies to conduct online sales of ev-
erything from computer equipment to government vehicles. The
commercial market provides the same service on the Internet sites,
such as eBay and others. While having multiple sources for this
type of activity is not uncommon, what is uncommon is the recent
statement by a GSA official, who said GSA will go after the private
sector government auction Federal business. Are you prepared to
work with GSA’s managers to better understand what capabilities
should be developed in-house, and what should be contracted out?
I think some in the government contracting community may think
that GSA is duplicating the efforts of the private sector by devel-
oping technology within the agency, rather than taking advantage
of commercially-developed solutions at a lower cost. Are you famil-
iar with this issue, and what do you think about it?

Mr. PERRY. I am not intimately familiar. I know a little bit about
it, and I can talk about it in general terms. On the one hand, I
would certainly say at the outset that there are many things that
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GSA does which may be available to be done commercially, on the
outside, and I think we ought to carefully consider those opportuni-
ties every time they exist. Where it is in the best interest of our
customer agency to work with outside commercial organizations,
we should do that, and I think a lot of that is already done. Specifi-
cally, with something like the property disposal web site, part of
what I have heard anecdotally is that the private-sector companies
would be interested in the more lucrative parts of that, and not in
the whole batch of it.

So what you would have remaining is GSA having to dispose of
the things which are much more difficult to dispose of, and still
having to develop the same web site to do it. So that would argue
in favor of keeping the package together, so that you get the econo-
mies of scale. On the other hand, if there were a private-sector sup-
plier out there who, in fact, would say, “No, I will step up and I
will take the whole package, I will take the plums and I will take
the prunes together, and we will provide something that is better
than what could be done by Federal agencies,” then I say clearly
we ought to go in that direction. That is one of the things I will
have to——

Chairman THOMPSON. You are obviously up on the issue, and it
just requires good management judgment, which I am sure you will
provide.

Senator Voinovich.

Senator VOINOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that I hope
that all of the President’s nominees are as qualified and experi-
enced and capable, and have the potential that Mr. Perry has. I
think that your statement was very well put together, and I would
like to say to you, Mr. Chairman, and to Senator Durbin, that in
2 years, this agency that Mr. Perry will head up will be a model,
and one we can look to in terms of benchmarking some other agen-
cies in the Federal Government.

Che:}irman THOMPSON. He is not doing you any favors, is he, Mr.
Perry?

Mr. PERRY. He is setting those high challenges, like you advised.

Senator VOINOVICH. I would not be saying this if I did not think
he was capable of doing it. I would just mention to you, as I said
to Ms. Styles, that we do have a human capital challenge, and I
was very pleased in your remarks that you talked about really
looking at the skills and needs, and the shaping of your agency, to
make sure that you can respond to the challenges currently and in
the future. I would suggest to you that you look at your budget,
find out whether or not some of the incentives that you need are
currently in that budget, to retain people that you have and to at-
tract other people into the agency. Also, one other important ingre-
dient is the whole issue of training, which you are very, very famil-
iar with.

I will say to you that, from what I have picked up, there are
some concerns between the management of that agency and their
labor unions, and I would be interested to see how you handle that
situation. One other area that came before this Committee was the
whole controversy over the qualifications of the people who provide
the security in our buildings throughout the country. It appeared
to me that there was a feeling among many people, that part of
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your operation was not getting the same kind of attention that
some other parts of the agency were getting. So those are two areas
I think you need to look at pretty quickly, to see if there is some-
thing that can be done to deal with it.

Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Senator. I certainly will do that. I would
like to just comment quickly, in the case of security, providing safe
workplaces for Federal employees is of paramount importance. Part
of what we have to understand is what is the duty and responsi-
bility that we will place on those individuals? In other words, to
some extent, that duty is to provide secure access to the building,
and safety in that sense. There is another aspect that some talk
about, which would be more in the line of police work, even inves-
tigative work. We have to define, first of all, what it is that we are
responsible to do in that regard. Both of those things would have
great implications with respect to the capability of our existing
staff, or only the former portion of that, and that has to be worked
out.

I know that one change has already been made with respect to
the management oversight of that activity. It is now in the public
buildings services, and the responsibility is there for that indi-
vidual to work with the people in all the regions, to make sure that
we are applying consistent practices, and that was not the case be-
fore. So it is an item of great concern, given the nature of the world
in which we live and the possibility for bad acts within Federal
buildings. So it is something we will pay attention to very early on.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Durbin.

Senator DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I will only note that in his biog-
raphy, it says that Mr. Perry was a stockroom clerk at Timken in
1964, and now he is a Senior Vice President. So I do not think that
Senator Voinovich’s projected success of your service is exagger-
ated. I wish you the best.

Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Senator. Thank you very much.

Chairman THOMPSON. We will act promptly on your nomination,
Mr. Perry. Thank you very much for your service to your State and
to your country, and we appreciate your being here and your will-
ingness to serve. We look forward to acting on your nomination.
Thank you very much.

We will now turn to the nomination of John Graham to be Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs at
OMB. OIRA, as we refer to it, is the statutory office within OMB.

The administrator is the head of this office. OIRA was estab-
lished in 1980 by legislation developed by this Committee, to ad-
dress policy issues Congress was concerned were being neglected by
the Executive Branch. Specifically, OIRA is charged with being a
leader on regulatory reform, including implementing statutory re-
quirements, reducing unnecessary paperwork and red tape, review-
ing information policy and guiding statistical policy proposals. The
decisions and actions of the OIRA Administrator are extremely im-
portant to the public, and these decisions should be made by an ex-
}ﬁemely capable and dedicated individual. Dr. Graham fits this pro-
ile.

He has been a professor of Policy and Decision Sciences at the
Harvard School of Public Health since 1991, and director for the
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Harvard Center for Risk Analysis. Like many other universes, such
as Johns Hopkins, University of Pennsylvania, Washington Univer-
sity at St. Louis, Carnegie Mellon, George Mason and others,
Harvard, through the Center for Risk Analysis, has researched an-
alytical methods by which policy makers can make more reasoned
regulatory decisions. Like these other research centers, the Har-
vard Center strives to continue its work through a diversity of sup-
porters, including the university, government, and the private sec-
tor. As the government’s share of research and development has
decreased, universities have relied more and more on private sup-
port for crucial research. A survey by Committee staff indicates
that research universities receive a substantial portion of their re-
search dollars from industry, beyond monies from private founda-
tions and non-profits. It is not uncommon for centers doing similar
work as the Harvard Center to receive about 40 percent to 60 per-
cent of their funding from the private sector.

It can be argued that much of the Harvard Center’s work and
the work of many other programs would not be possible without
support from the private sector. A review by my staff and letters
to the Committee indicate that the Harvard Center stands above
many other centers because it has developed specific rules gov-
erning the researchers at the Center on conflicts of interest and fi-
nancial disclosure, to ensure the integrity of the work. Many other
centers surveyed relied solely on university-wide, or department
policies, to address ethics concerns.

Dr. Graham’s background highly qualifies him for this position.
While as an academic and researcher, he was able, as all research-
ers do, to explore new ideas and methods related to his field. He
could argue about what theories worked or did not work. That is
what academia and research is all about. The Committee has re-
ceived many letters pertaining to this nomination from leaders in
environmental, health and regulatory policy. There are many out-
standing letters of support for Dr. Graham, including letters from
William Riley, former EPA administrator and head of an environ-
mental group, as well as a letter signed by all five of the former
administrators of OIRA, from both Democratic and Republican ad-
ministrations. I am confident that Dr. Graham will effectively be
able to make the transition from academia to government service,
and that he will be able to use his background to bring more in-
sight to the issues that confront OIRA every day.

Dr. Graham has filed responses to a biographical and financial
questionnaire, answered pre-hearing questions submitted by the
Committee, and had his financial statements reviewed by the Of-
fice of Government Ethics. Without objection, this information will
be made a part of the record, with the exception of the financial
data, which is on file and available for inspection in the Commit-
tee’s office.

Our Committee rules require that all witnesses at nomination
hearings give their testimony under oath. Dr. Graham, would you
please stand and raise your right hand? Do you solemnly swear to
tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help
you, God?

Mr. GraHAM. I do.
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Chairman THOMPSON. Please be seated. Dr. Graham, do you
have anyone with you today that you would like to introduce?

TESTIMONY OF JOHN D. GRAHAM ! TO BE ADMINISTRATOR OF
THE OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS
AT THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

Mr. GRAHAM. I do, indeed, sir. My wife, Susan, and daughter,
Katy; my parents, Tom and Eileen Graham; and my sister and her
husband, Sue and John Shefsley and their daughter, Sarah
Shefsley; and my wife’s parents, Leo and Gloria Warner.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right. Thank you very much. You are
all very welcome here this morning.

Senator Voinovich, did you have any opening comments?

Senator VOINOVICH. Yes, I do. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am
pleased that the Committee on Governmental Affairs is considering
the nomination of Dr. Graham to be the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs within the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. Mr. Chairman, I view OIRA as a very important
office in the Federal Government. Fortunately, President Bush has
nominated an individual who has the experience, the knowledge,
and the integrity to be a first-rate administrator. Dr. Graham, as
you mentioned, is a tenured professor at Harvard University. He
has published widely, managed the Harvard Center for Risk Anal-
ysis at the Harvard School of Public Health, and is considered to
be a world-renowned expert in the field of risk analysis.

When I was active in the National Governors Association, I had
the pleasure of meeting Dr. Graham and hearing his testimony
about risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis. He is, hands down,
one of the most qualified people ever to be nominated for this posi-
tion. Mr. Chairman, as you know, I served as Governor of Ohio for
8 years, and I know what it is like to operate in an environment
of scarce resources, where tough choices have to be made on re-
source allocation among a State’s various programs. In many in-
stances, new Federal regulations have a habit of costing State and
local governments tremendous sums of money to implement. That
is why, many years ago, I was one of the four or five governors that
pushed the passage of unfunded mandate relief legislation here on
the Federal level; and, as Members of this Committee know, there
was a provision in unfunded mandates relief legislation, that any
regulation that was over $100 million had to be looked at in terms
o}f; risk assessment, cost-benefit, to determine whether or not it met
the test.

That is why it is important that we have an OIRA Administrator
who understands the significance of sound regulations and useful-
ness of cost-benefit analysis when determining how the Federal
regulations will be applied to our State and local governments. As
one who was very involved in development, as I mentioned, in un-
funded mandates, it is important that the Administrator work to
encourage agencies to consult with State and local governments

1The prepared statement of Mr. Graham appears in the Appendix on page 150.
The biographical information of Mr. Graham appears in the Appendix on page 153.
Pre-hearing questions and responses appear in the Appendix on page 175.
Additional pre-hearing questions and responses appear in the Appendix on page 191.
Post-hearing questions and responses appear in the Appendix on page 303.
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while developing new Federal rules. It is also important that OIRA
administrator produce accurate cost-benefit analysis for major Fed-
eral regulations. I am confident Dr. Graham will bring a reasoned
approach to the Federal regulatory process. Dr. Graham is widely
respected and his nomination has received support, and I am not
going to go into them, Mr. Chairman, because you have already
mentioned that.

I would mention, though, that he is so well-qualified that the last
five OIRA Administrators, Democrats and Republicans alike, wrote
to our Committee that, “We are confident that John Graham is not
an opponent to all regulations, but rather is deeply committed to
seeing that regulations serve broad public purposes as effectively
as possible.” These five individuals know what it takes to be an ef-
fective Administrator, because they have done the job themselves.
Dr. Graham does have the skills and the qualifications to be a re-
sponsible steward of the public interest, and I agree with their as-
sessment.

Before I conclude, Mr. Chairman, I would like to raise another
point about Dr. Graham’s nomination. While there has been strong
support for his nomination from a variety of sources, I am familiar
with the criticisms of Dr. Graham and the Harvard Center for Risk
Analysis regarding their corporate funding. I see this criticism,
frankly, as unfounded. The Harvard Center for Risk Analysis has
a comprehensive disclosure policy, with the Center’s funding
sources disclosed and the Center’s annual report on their web site.
If reporters, activists or legislators want to know how the Harvard
Center is funded, the information is publicly available.

It is well-known that the Harvard Center has substantial sup-
port from both the public and private sectors. The Harvard Center
also has an explicit public conflict of interest policy. As for Dr.
Graham, he has a personal policy against accepting personal con-
sulting income from companies, trade associations and other advo-
cacy groups.

Dr. Graham, I want to thank you for your willingness to serve
your Nation. Your background and your experience have prepared
you well to become the next Administrator of OIRA.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Senator Collins.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COLLINS

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning,
Dr. Graham. I look forward to this hearing on Dr. John Graham’s
nomination to be the Administrator of the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs. Along with most Members of this Com-
mittee, I have been able to work with Dr. Graham on such issues
as the regulatory reform legislation that drew bipartisan cosponsor-
ship from a diverse group of Senators. Dr. Graham’s credentials for
this position are stellar, and it would be hard to imagine anyone
better qualified than he for this important position.

OIRA is responsible for reducing government paperwork and en-
suring that regulations are drafted in a manner that will achieve
their goals, but without unnecessary costs and increased risk. Dr.
Graham has been a leader in the application of sophisticated re-
search tools, such as risk analysis, that let us accomplish such reg-
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ulatory rationalization in a far more effective manner. The risk
analysis tools used by Dr. Graham and his colleagues help avoid
regulatory paralysis and enhance public safety and welfare. It
would be difficult to find a person better qualified to use these tools
for the public’s good than Dr. Graham, a professor at the Harvard
School of Public Health and the founder of the Harvard Center for
Risk Analysis.

In the years since its establishment, the Center has provided in-
valuable research on regulatory health and safety issues. As the
Chairman has noted, Dr. Graham’s nomination has been endorsed
by a wide range of organizations, scholars and former OIRA Ad-
ministrators. Mr. Chairman, I think it is unfortunate that a few
groups have decided to oppose Dr. Graham’s nomination, not by en-
gaging in debate about his beliefs and positions, but rather by at-
tacking his personal character and that of his academic colleagues
at Harvard. Rather than discussing the merits of his analysis, his
critics have somehow called into question his character and his
judgment, because, like most academic institutions, the Harvard
Center accepts private donations from industry groups.

Those who make such criticisms clearly know little about the
Center. The Harvard Center, after all, receives considerable public
funding, too, and has tougher conflict of interest policies than that
of Harvard University as a whole. The Center is funded by both
private industry and by the government’s own regulatory and re-
search agencies, including such organizations as the Environmental
Protection Agency, the National Science Foundation, and the Na-
tional Cancer Institute. Measurement of the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of government regulations simply makes good sense, and it
is ludicrous to suggest that rigorous analysis of government laws
and regulations is somehow against the public interest, but to un-
dertake such a study is all that Dr. Graham has done.

After all, Dr. Graham is hardly an opponent of well-crafted, com-
monsense regulation. He sounded the alarm, for example, of the de-
teriorating quality of indoor air quality in this country, a subject
that had been virtually forgotten in our debates over clean air
standards. Dr. Graham has also been an advocate of such conserva-
tion measures as the higher gasoline tax and tax credits for those
who purchase vehicles utilizing a variety of energy-saving devices.
I agree with him on one of those proposals and not on the other.
I do not think we ought to have a higher gasoline tax, but my point
is that he has been a supporter of efforts that would increase regu-
lations in some areas. He has also been a supporter of efforts to
regulate particulate matter.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me just make a few brief observa-
tions. Were Dr. Graham not strongly in favor of effective safety
regulations, the American Trauma Society and the Task Force for
Child Survival and Development would not have sent strong letters
in support of his nomination, but they did. Were Dr. Graham not
strongly in favor of effective regulations to protect Americans’
health, the President of the American Council on Science and
Health would not have informed me that Dr. Graham would be an
outstanding OIRA Administrator, but she did. Were Dr. Graham
not superbly qualified for this position, he would not have drawn
the praise of every former administrator legally permitted to give
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it, and he would not have won endorsements from scholars of all
political persuasions and from many different disciplines, but he
has.

Mr. Chairman, I am confident that, at the end of the day, the
American people will be impressed, not only without Dr. Graham’s
qualifications and experience, but also with his willingness to leave
academia for public service.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared opening statement of Senator Collins follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SUSAN M. COLLINS

I look forward to this hearing on Dr. John Graham’s nomination to be adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs. Along with others on this
committee, I have been able to work with Dr. Graham on such issues as the Thomp-
son-Levin regulatory reform bill—legislation that drew the cosponsorship of a di-
verse group of Senators in both parties.

Dr. Graham’s credentials for this position are stellar, and it would be hard to
imagine anyone better qualified for the job. OIRA is responsible for reducing govern-
ment paperwork and ensuring that regulations are drafted in a manner that will
achieve their goals, without unnecessary costs and increased risk. Dr. Graham has
been a leader in the application of sophisticated tools, such as risk analysis, that
let us accomplish such regulatory rationalization in a far more effective manner. Far
from being “paralysis through analysis,” the risk-analysis tools used by Dr. Graham
and his colleagues help avoid regulatory paralysis and enhance public safety and
welfare. And it would be difficult to find a person better qualified to use these tools
for the public good than Dr. Graham, a professor at the Harvard School of Public
Health and the founder of the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis. In the years since
its establishment, the Center has provided invaluable research on regulatory health
and safety issues.

I am pleased to note that every single person, whether Republican or Democrat,
ever to hold the position of OIRA administrator—every person, that is, except for
two who are now federal judges and are quite properly prohibited from making such
endorsements—have signed a letter to you, Mr. Chairman, and the Ranking Mem-
ber, on Dr. Graham’s behalf. In this letter, they urge us to act expeditiously, and
with an open mind because, in their words, “we are confident that [Dr. Graham]
is not an ‘opponent’ of all regulation but rather is deeply committed to seeing that
regulation serves broad public purposes as effectively as possible.” This statement
from the people who know the job best is clearly a powerful indication of Dr. Gra-
ham’s capability. It also highlights the non-ideological, nonpartisan, scholarly ap-
proach he will bring to OIRA.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that a few groups have decided to oppose Dr.
Graham’s nomination not by engaging in debate about his beliefs and positions but
by attacking his personal character, and that of his academic colleagues at Harvard.
Rather than discussing the merits of his analysis, his critics have tried to insinuate
that he is somehow “corrupt” because, like most academic institutions, the Harvard
Center accepts private donations from industry groups.

Those who make such criticisms clearly know little about the Center. The Har-
vard Center, after all, receives considerable public funding too, and has tougher con-
flict-of-interest policies than that of Harvard University as a whole. The Center is
funded both by private industry and by the government’s own regulatory and re-
search agencies, including such organizations as the Environmental Protection
Agency, the National Science Foundation, and the National Cancer Institute.

Measurement of the effectiveness and efficiency of government regulations makes
good sense. And it is ludicrous to suggest that rigorous analysis of government laws
and regulations is somehow against the public interest. But to undertake such study
is all that Dr. Graham has done.

After all, Dr. Graham is hardly an opponent of well-crafted, common-sense regula-
tion. He has sounded the alarm, for example, over the deteriorating quality of in-
door air quality in this country—a subject that has been virtually forgotten in our
debates over clean air standards. Dr. Graham has also been an advocate of such
conservation measures as the higher gasoline tax and tax credits for those who pur-
chase vehicles utilizing a variety of energy saving devices. He was also a supporter
of efforts to regulate particulate matter. Are all of these the positions of a man
whose scholarly views have been “captured” by private industry? Clearly not.
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In closing, Mr. Chairman, allow me to make a few observations:

¢ Were Dr. Graham not strongly in favor of effective safety regulations, the Amer-
ican Trauma Society and the Task Force for Child Survival and Development
would not have sent strong letters in support of his nomination—but they did.

¢ Were Dr. Graham not strongly in favor of effective regulations to protect Ameri-
cans’ health, the President of the American Council on Science and Health
would not have informed me that Dr. Graham would be an outstanding OIRA
administrator—but she did.

¢ Were Dr. Graham not superbly qualified for this position, he would not have
drawn the praise of every former OIRA administrator legally permitted to give
it, and he would not have won a rousing chorus of endorsements from scholars
of all political persuasions and from many different disciplines—but he has.

Mr. Chairman, I am confident that, at the end of the day, the American people
will be impressed not only with Dr. Graham’s qualifications and experience but also
with his willingness to leave academia for the public service.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. I don’t know
whether to call on the Ranking Member or the gentlemen that has
been here longer.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I yield.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right. Senator Durbin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR DURBIN

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Graham, thank you for joining us today. I am happy that you
came by my office and we had an opportunity to meet. I have not
made any secret of the fact that I am going to oppose your nomina-
tion, and I hope, during the course of asking questions here, you
will understand the misgivings I have about your appointment to
this position. I do not think many people understand the impor-
tance of this position, but there are some who do. This position has
been characterized as really the gatekeeper for rules and regula-
tions related to public health and safety in our Nation.

In the testimony of Joan Claybrook, that was before this Com-
mittee, she has stated, “In theory, the OIRA director should serve
as an honest broker, reviewing regulatory proposals from Federal
agencies and deferring to agency expertise on the most technical
and scientific matters. Federal safeguards on industrial chemicals,
fuel economy standards, air and water pollution, tobacco regula-
tion, implementation of a Patient’s Bill of Rights, and virtually
every other issue that is critical to human and environmental
health fall under the office’s purview.”

She goes on to say, “Under the Paperwork Reduction Act, no gov-
ernment agency can gather information from 10 or more entities,
a request which is often essential for research that justifies regula-
tion, without the approval of this office. Through these mecha-
nisms, OIRA can slow, stall, weaken or stop regulatory proposals
and final rules that the regulated industry opposes.”

How does industry view this appointment? Well, an article! in
Plastic News, May 7, 2001, is headlined: “Bush’s OIRA appointee,
Graham, could lend clout to plastics,” and they go on to say, “The
job sounds boring and inside the Beltway, but the office can wield
tremendous behind-the-scenes power, because it acts as a gate-

1 Article from Plastic News dated May 7, 2001, appears in the Appendix on page 349.
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keeper of Federal regulations ranging from air quality to
ergonomics. It has the power to review them and block those that
it chooses to.”

They go on to say in this article, “The Harvard Center for Risk
Analysis, which Graham founded and directed until Bush nomi-
nated him, gets a significant part of its $3 million annual budget
from plastics and chemical companies.” This is all from the Plastic
News article: “The Center’s donor list reads like a Who’s Who of
the chemical industry,” and they go on to list some of the sponsors
of Dr. Graham’s institute. Graham is well-thought of by the plas-
tics industry. Persons from that industry said, “The Bush Adminis-
tration intends to make OIRA more important than it was in the
Clinton Administration, elevating it to its intended status.” This
gentleman, Mr. Freeman, says, “They have a big stick if the Presi-
dent in office allows them to use it, and if they have someone in
the office who knows how to use it.” I ask this article be made part
of the record, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. It will be made part of the record, without
objection.

Senator DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I am troubled by a number of
the things that Dr. Graham has done in his professional career. I
think he has, in many aspects of his job, trivialized environmental
problems that face our Nation. I hear from my constituents every
day about their environmental concerns. The number one web site
in the Federal Government at the EPA is the web site that parents
visit every day to see if there is an ozone or smog warning, because
they have children who are asthmatic. I know about these families.
I think virtually all of us know someone who is suffering from asth-
ma. When you talk about regulations relative to air pollution, regu-
lations which Dr. Graham will ultimately review and stop if he dis-
3pprﬁves, we can understand it is literately a matter of life or

eath.

When a rural couple wonders about their tap water and whether
our national drinking water standards for arsenic and other chemi-
cals will give them adequate protection, the final word may rest
with Dr. Graham, if he wins this appointment. From a shopper in
Chicago, writing to me about pesticides on food, to families all
across America, they may not know what OIRA stands for, but de-
cisions made in that agency will affect their lives. I have detected
an attitude in Dr. Graham’s work and writings that troubles me
greatly. He has made the case that a little bit of dioxin might be
good for you; that pesticide residues on food should not be taken
all that seriously, that reducing smog might be a mistake because
it would let in more damaging rays from sunlight; that banning
DDT might have been a mistake; that environmental regulations
can actually cause deaths, rather than prevent them.

I know you are going to find some of the things I have just said
incredible. I will present some of Dr. Graham’s actual quotes and
will give him a chance to respond to them during the course of this
hearing. I would like to ask that the entire statement be made part
of the record, and save my remaining time for questions, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. It will be made part of the record, without
objection.
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[The prepared statement of Senator Durbin follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DURBIN

The word most often used to describe the office to which Professor Graham has
been nominated—the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs—is “obscure”.
Few are aware of OIRA, or of just how powerful the position of “regulatory czar”
really is. But this office—this senior White House staff position—exercises enormous
authority over every major federal regulation that the government has under consid-
eration. Because of this, the OIRA Administrator must have a commitment to even-
handedness, objectivity, and fair-play in analyzing and presenting information about
regulatory options.

John Graham came by my office a few weeks ago for a courtesy visit, which I ap-
preciated. Before that meeting I reviewed his extensive public record, his many arti-
cles, speeches and the numerous times he has testified before this and other Con-
gressional committees.

It is Professor Graham’s public record that troubles me—these many statements
over the years that have minimized and trivialized environmental problems and
have been dismissive of public concerns. His research work was worrisome—re-
search that seemed to stretch the available information out of shape, in order to re-
peatedly reach the conclusion that we don’t need regulations for air pollution or
water pollution or pesticides. I'm troubled, as well, by the number of times Professor
Graham worked too closely with industrial funders of his work, in order to advance
a specific agenda at the expense of objective scholarship and the public interest.

I’d like to lay out in more detail a few of the areas that are of particular concern
to me.

TRIVIALIZING ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

I hear from my constituents every day about their environmental concerns. From
the young mother whose son has asthma, and can’t go out to play on smoggy days.
From a rural couple wondering about their tap water, and whether our national
drinking water standards for arsenic will give them adequate protection. From a
shopper in Chicago writing to me about pesticides on foods. I take every letter,
every call, every concern very seriously.

I detect a very different attitude at work in Professor Graham’s writings and
statements. He has made the case that a little bit of dioxin might be good for you
. . . that pesticide residues on foods are not a serious health threat . . . that reduc-
ing smog might be a mistake because it would let in more damaging rays from sun-
light . . . that banning DDT might have been a mistake. That environmental regu-
lations can actually cause deaths, rather than prevent them.

I'm not sure how someone holding those views could look at a regulatory proposal
to reduce the levels of arsenic in drinking water and decide that it would be a good
thing for society to do. Following Professor Graham’s logic, a little bit of arsenic may
be good for us as well.

It’s not just environmental issues either. Professor Graham’s work has been broad
ranging, to say the least. In one study he concluded that safe housing regulations
can lead to excess deaths. In another, he found that the use of cell phones while
driving—which, by his own estimates cause 1,000 deaths per year—shouldn’t be reg-
ulated since the benefits of cell phones outweigh the costs.

And I'm also troubled by what strikes me as a very dismissive attitude towards
the American people. According to John Graham, we are “paranoid”, “neglectful”,
“dysfunctional”, and generally ill-informed and over-emotional. In one article, Pro-
fessor Graham talked about America’s “emotional gush” in the aftermath of the high
school shootings in Littleton, Colorado, arguing that it might divert us from the real
dangers that our children face.

Violence in schools is one of the real dangers that our children face, every day.

PUBLISHING MISLEADING, ANTI-REGULATORY RESEARCH

I also have concerns about the nature of many of Professor Graham’s research
projects. They all seem to support—sometimes directly, sometimes indirectly—the
message that government regulations are a bad idea. And many of his results sim-
ply strain credibility. Regulations are killing 60,000 people a year through a process
he calls “statistical murder”! Environmental regulations are forcing our country to
spend million, billions . . . even trillions of dollars to save a single life! Saving five
lives would cost us our entire Gross Domestic Product. I just don’t see how any le-
gitimate scientific analysis can reach these exaggerated conclusions.



27

And others have the same problem. Lisa Heinzerling is a well-respected Law Pro-
fessor at Georgetown University who submitted testimony to today’s hearing. I com-
mend her testimony to all my colleagues, and wish that Professor Heinzerling were
here to deliver it in person. She writes that the claims Professor Graham has made
regarding the cost of regulations, in terms of both dollars and human life, are “ex-
ceedingly problematic, for three basic reasons. . . .”

—“they misrepresent the output of the current regulatory system;”

—“ignore many of the benefits of Federal regulation;”

—“and rest on controversial moral judgments about whose life is worth sav-
ing.”

This last point is particularly troubling, because it involves the practice of “dis-
counting” human life in exactly the same way economists discount money—a life
saved or a dollar earned today is much more valuable than a life saved or a dollar
earned in the future. Discounting makes sense for dollars. But it only trivializes the
value of the lives of our next generation, and creates a built-in bias against environ-
mental regulations meant to provide protections over the long term.

Dr. Heinzerling points out a fact in her testimony that startled me. Of the most
expensive environmental programs that Professor Graham identified in his re-
search, none of them were ever implemented! Where he says we spend hundreds
of billions of dollars, we actually spend zero dollars, because these are programs
that do not exist.

I asked the Congressional Research Service to look into the most expensive pro-
gram that Professor Graham identified—chloroform standards that cost $99 billion
for each year of life saved. Their response—this was a “hypothetical” case study
never proposed, nor even considered for proposal.

There are organizations that absolutely love research results that show billions
of dollars being wasted by unnecessary environmental regulations—groups like the
Cato Institute, the Heritage Foundation, and the American Enterprise Institute, all
of whom have made use of Professor Graham’s results to strengthen their anti-regu-
latory arguments.

And perhaps this may be the result of how they've used the information, rather
than his research itself, but the end result has been to inject a great deal of misin-
formation into the regulatory reform debate about what the true costs and benefits
of Federal regulations actually are.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

Which leads me to the last area of concern: How the work Professor Graham does
so neatly supports the very agendas of the organizations that support his work.
There have been troubling charges of conflict of interest. Many of Graham’s own col-
leagues from Harvard University have written this Committee alleging:

«

. a persistent pattern of conflict of interest, of obscuring and mini-
mizing dangers to human health with questionable cost-benefit analysis,
and of hostility to governmental regulation in general. . . .”

Some of the specific instances cited include soliciting funds from Philip Morris at
the same time Professor Graham was writing a chapter on tobacco risks he invited
Philip Morris to review in draft form. He returned funds received from Philip Morris
as a violation of University ethics policy, yet solicited and received funds from Kraft
Foods, a subsidiary of Philip Morris. His research on cell phone use while driving,
critics charge, is patently designed to please the corporate sponsors of the study.

These concerns are broadly shared, which is why this nomination—to what would
ordinarily be an obscure and non-controversial position—has generated so much op-
position. Groups opposing this nomination include advocacy groups such as NRDC
and OMB Watch, as well as labor unions, academics, health professionals, and pub-
lic health organizations like the Center for Children’s Health and the Environment
at the Mount Sinai School of Medicine in New York.

We need to hear more about these possible conflicts in the course of this hearing.
Professor Graham, I look forward to the opportunity to engage you on these issues.

Chairman THOMPSON. Senator Bennett.
Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENNETT

Dr. Graham, we welcome you here. I have read Joan Claybrook’s
presentation.! I have also read the refutation of that presentation
submitted by David Hemingway, Ph.D., Professor of Health Policy,
and Director of the Harvard Injury Control Research Center. If I
may quote from Dr. Hemingway’s cover letter of that refutation,
not that this should be dispositive, but unfortunately, in this arena,
this has to be said, “I am a public health professional and a Demo-
crat. I agree with John’s conclusion on many issues and disagree
on some, but I have always respected his science and his integrity.
I think the current administration in Washington has made some
terrible decisions. However, I believe the appointment of John
Graham is one of its best ones. John will serve the Nation well. I
do not know of a more appropriate person to be appointed to over-
see regulatory issues at OMB.”

Joan Claybrook spends most of her time quoting newspaper arti-
cles. There is no indication that her special-interest group, Public
Citizen, has ever examined, to the degree that David Hemingway,
a colleague at Harvard, has examined the actual work of this nomi-
nee. She spends a great deal of her time complaining about those
who have contributed money to Harvard University, on the
grounds that by contributing money, they have somehow poisoned
the well at Harvard and every professor who teaches there. I would
be more impressed if, in her special-interest group, Joan Claybrook
would disclose her sources of funds. We have no idea who paid for
the statement she compiled and put together, what other special-
interest groups have combined behind the cloak of her special-in-
terest group to launch this assault on the integrity of this nominee.

She and her colleagues have every right to attack the integrity
of the nominee, but we as Senators must pay attention to those
who know him best and to those who know the job best. Those who
know the job best have unanimously endorsed this nominee, includ-
ing those who held the job under President Clinton. Those who
know the nominee best, his colleagues at Harvard, have unani-
mously endorsed this nominee. I was unaware that Harvard was
part of the vast right-wing conspiracy, but apparently it is, in some
circles here.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I remember when Joan Claybrook and
Public Citizen told us of the tremendous number of deaths that
would occur on the highway if the Congress were to raise the speed
limit. Congress allowed the speed limit to be raised and the deaths
did not materialized. As a matter of fact, the number of deaths per
mile driven went down after the speed limit was raised. So I feel
that we are seeing an attempt here to attack a public citizen in the
name of public citizens, who, if he is confirmed, will render superb
service.

Will he be right every time? Of course not. None of us is, includ-
ing, if I may be so bold, even me. But given the track record that
he has accomplished in his academic life, given the endorsement
that has been given him by his colleagues at a university that some
suggest is our leading university in the United States, given the
record of integrity that has been endorsed by those who have per-

1The prepared statement of Joan Claybrook appears in the Appendix on page 366.
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formed this job under different Presidents and in different political
atmospheres, I think it is incumbent upon this Committee to give
a strong vote for this nominee, and send him to the floor with our
endorsement.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. First, I want to ob-
ject to Senator Bennett’s conclusion that Harvard is our leading
university.

Chairman THOMPSON. I am glad you are sticking up for Vander-
bilt. I appreciate that. [Laughter.]

Senator BENNETT. I will be happy to recant that statement.

Senator LIEBERMAN. We think of Vanderbilt as the Yale of the
South.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LIEBERMAN

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Well, we could use
a little levity today.

Thank you, Dr. Graham. This, as my colleagues have said, is a
very important nomination because of the importance that OIRA
holds in our governmental system. It is, as Senator Durbin said,
very little-known, but casts a very large shadow and footprint
across the workings of our government, particularly in what I
would call the protective aspect of our government. I mean, after
all, we, in the Legislative Branch, adopt laws which presumably
are an attempt to express our values, to draw lines between what
is right and wrong, what is acceptable and unacceptable, what is
desirable and undesirable in our society, and we leave many of the
details, because it is impossible to cover every situation through
law, through legislation, that may be effective, and we leave the de-
tails to the regulatory process.

Particularly in the protective aspect of government, which is one
of our most important roles, that regulatory part of the process is
critically important. And what do I mean by protective? The obvi-
ous, which is that there are dangers that face people in our society,
in our country, every day, that are so large or in other ways so dif-
ficult for individuals to respond to, that the government has a re-
sponsibility to do so. And this is not big government, this is protec-
tive government, and I think, in many ways, though I cannot cite
a particular public opinion survey on this, the most desired, accept-
ed, and supported aspect of our government.

Let me be specific. We have talked about environmental protec-
tion as a broad, bipartisan ethic in our society. I think about the
importance of protecting the environment, the critical role that
government plays in that. The other aspect of what we call envi-
ronmental protection, but is really people protection, which is pro-
tecting people from the adverse consequences of environmental pol-
lution, whether it is, as Senator Durbin said, the impact on an
asthmatic child or an older person with respiratory problems of air
pollution, whether it is the dangers associated with polluted water,
or, in another sense, the natural resource sense, the role that regu-
lation plays in protecting some of the great natural treasures that
the good Lord has given us here in the United States.
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So this is a very important part of government, and OIRA is the
gatekeeper. It is at the center of this process. In recent years,
OIRA has reviewed regulations to ensure that the agency has ade-
quately defined the problem, considered non-regulatory alter-
natives, assessed available information on risks, costs and benefits,
and consulted affected parties before those regulations can go for-
ward to publication and full effectiveness. So this is an important
position.

Because of what you have written and said, and, in some sense,
done, so far as you have been an activist or involved in preparation
of legislation, or testimony, your nomination has, I think, quite pre-
dictably become controversial, and based on your writings, because
they do raise questions, it is a provocative nomination. It is, I
think, all the more controversial at this particular moment because
of the anxiety that is felt in different parts of our population in our
country, about early first steps that the Bush Administration has
taken with regard to protective regulations, beginning with a memo
issued by the Chief of Staff to the President, Andy Card, the so-
called Card memo, holding up a number of regulations that were
issued by the Clinton Administration. And then some of the actual
acts, the most controversial ones, such as the regulation with re-
gard to the tolerable amount of arsenic in drinking water, and, of
course, this is of wide concern, because the reason there is a limit
placed is because at least some science and medicine says that ar-
senic in drinking water can cause cancer. So, in that context, based
on your body of work and opinion, I think this nomination, your
nomination, has actually raised more anxiety than it might have
had those actions not preceded it.

But I think we have an obligation to try to be fair to you, and,
I suppose, not to punish you because you have written or thought
or spoken in ways that are different or provocative. I have always
felt, as I presume most of my colleagues do, that our role in the
advice and consent power in the Senate that the Constitution gives
us is not to decide whether we would appoint a nominee, but
whether the nominee is the appropriate choice for the position to
which he or she has been nominated, and it is that standard that
I am going to hold myself to as I consider your testimony today and
the cumulative evidence that is presented to us about your nomina-
tion.

So I look forward to your testimony and to the question period,
and I thank you very much for responding to the pre-hearing ques-
tions, voluminous as they were, that I and others submitted to you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Carper, I
believe you are next.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARPER

Senator CARPER. Thanks, Mr. Chairman, and to our nominee,
welcome today. I don’t know you, and I don’t believe we have ever
met, and I don’t know a great deal about you. I have heard today
from colleagues here whom I respect enormously who seem to feel
that you are an excellent nominee. And I have heard from a col-
league who I also respect enormously who has raised serious ques-
tions about your nomination.
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I will be very brief. I just want to say that I think we all agree—
I am sure you do as well—character is terribly important. There
are few qualifications that are more important, maybe none, with
respect to those who come before us for our consideration. Integ-
rity, which is closely related to character, is just vitally important.

I hope in your comments today and in the opportunities we have
with questions that you will just address very directly the concerns
that have been raised about you, your character, and some of the
work that you have been involved in in ways that will dispel some
of the concerns that have been raised.

Again, we welcome you today and your family. We thank you for
your willingness to serve, and we look forward to this hearing.

Chairman THOMPSON. Senator Akaka.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR AKAKA

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I wish to
add my welcome to Dr. Graham and his family.

In 1986, Congress voted to make the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Review a presidentially appointed
position. The action was taken because of the lack of transparency
in the office’s operations and an erosion of trust between OMB and
Congress.

Given OIRA’s wide-ranging authority over Federal regulation
and information, there is a tremendous potential for abuse and a
disregard for the technical expertise in decisions made by Federal
agencies. The possibility of abuse remains, and the questions con-
tinue. How much weight should be given to cost/benefit assess-
ment? And how should it be applied? Should all costs and benefits
be lumped together in calculating cost/benefit ratios? Should dis-
tinctions be made between costs borne by industry versus private
citiz%ns or benefits gained by children as opposed to senior citi-
zens?

It is in this light that I will view the nomination of Dr. John
Graham. I want to know if he supports open and transparent re-
views of rules and regulations and regular communications with
Congress. I want to know if he would return OIRA to the 1980’s
when regulations went into a black hole and never came out again.

The regulations that OIRA reviews affect everyone in Hawaii and
throughout the Nation. OMB and OIRA must be able to assure all
stakeholders that their voices will be heard during the consider-
ation of regulations. I want to be assured that transparency and ac-
countability of the regulatory review process within OIRA, as sup-
ported by OMB Director Daniels during his confirmation hearing
before this Committee, will be maintained. Openness and public
participation must be the cornerstones of Federal rulemaking.

This is my statement, Mr. Chairman, and thank you very much.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

Senator Bennett, you made your comments earlier, didn’t you?

Senator BENNETT. Yes. I have some questions at the appropriate
time.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right.

Dr. Graham, let me start off by thanking you for offering yourself
to public service and to the ordeal to which you are about to be in-
troduced.
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Certain questions, of course, have been raised concerning poten-
tial conflicts of interest that the Harvard Center might have, al-
though the Harvard Center is almost unique in having specific con-
flict of interest rules for its Center. Questions have been raised
about the fact that private money is taken for research, although
all similar institutions, the most reputable institutions in the coun-
try, do so. Questions have been raised about the source of your
funding, although you have a more extensive disclosure policy than
any other institution that I know, at least as extensive or more
than most, and certainly more than most of your critics have. So
we will have a chance to address all of those.

I must say, in sitting here just thinking about it, it is kind of
ironic for Congress to be criticizing someone for taking money from
somebody and then passing judgment on interests that have to do
with their business. We do that on a daily basis, and we have the
benefit of reading in the newspaper every time we pass some policy
decision who gave who the most money.

Now, even with campaign finance reform, that will still be the
case because large amounts of money are involved. At the same
time, we are making policy decisions with regard to those who just
gave us the money. So I don’t think we ought to get too high up
on our high horse with regard to that.

Obviously, one of the things we have to do with regard to ad-
dressing that institutional situation that apparently these research
centers find themselves in is to have rigorous disclosure. And it
seems to me that the Harvard Center has that.

I was impressed, particularly among all of the favorable com-
ments that you received, by one of Robert Litan, who is vice presi-
dent and director of economic studies at The Brookings Institution,
and a regulatory expert, who said, referring to you, “He’s one of the
most qualified people ever to be nominated for the job. He’s draw-
ing opposition from people who oppose cost/benefit analysis itself
since he’s the leading practitioner.”

I want to talk a bit about this cost/benefit analysis. As you pro-
ceed, it is true that you, anyone in your position, would have some-
what of a burden to overcome because of recent events and the
press treatment and so forth. After 8 years, the Clinton Adminis-
tration on the way out the door put in certain regulatory require-
ments that even local Democratic officials in some cases would say
would break their municipality if they were implemented, so it was
obvious to me that they knew that a new administration would
have to look at those things.

So you are having to look at them now, and you are getting the
flack that comes from not just rubber-stamping whatever was done
as they went out the door. I like to think that we all have the same
interests in this country. We all have kids, and many of us have
grandchildren, and all of us are concerned about the air that they
breathe and the water that they drink. But we also realize that we
make cost/benefit judgments every day. If we wanted to pay the
price to save more lives, we wouldn’t have automobiles on the
streets. I don’t think it is anti-safety but, rather, pro-safety to point
out that seat belts or air bags are good things, but they can also
kill children. And you might want to look at ways of doing that bet-
ter.
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We have had that experience. It is not anti-environment to say
let’s quit spending so much money on a water requirement that
saves X number of lives and let’s spend more money on a water re-
quirement that saves more lives. Those are trade-offs, it seems to
me, that are common sense and that we make every day. And you
have had the audacity to put it up front and acknowledge that we
do make those trade-offs and that they should be a part of the pol-
icy discussion. You have never been emperor or had the ability to
put these things into effect, but you have candidly given the benefit
of your research along with your colleagues. And most of these—
I might point out, most of these reports that the Center has writ-
ten, especially those with restricted funds, have been written with
one or two more of your colleagues, the ones that you have been
on, so very few of these things with restricted money have been
things that you have done alone.

But, clearly, this cost/benefit analysis has stirred passionate dis-
agreement, even though there seems to be a consensus on the use
of regulatory analysis. Since the Carter administration, each Presi-
dent has required agencies to use regulatory analysis for important
regulatory decisions. President Clinton’s Executive Order on regu-
latory review looks a lot like President Reagan’s.

Why the passionate disagreement, do you think, over these regu-
latory issues? And explain to us and to the public your view of the
tools of risk assessment and cost/benefit analysis and why you
think it is important for responsible regulatory policy?

Mr. GRAHAM. Senator, I had a short opening statement, and I
wondered whether I should just pass it up and go to questions, or
how do you want to do that?

Chairman THOMPSON. You should go ahead and give it. In fact,
I am remiss in not calling on you to give it. So do that at this time,
if you would.

Mr. GRAHAM. The good news is I am going to cut it in half given
what has been said already.

Let me thank you, Chairman Thompson, Senator Lieberman, and
Members of the Committee, for the opportunity to provide a brief
opening statement. I am honored to be President Bush’s nominee
as Administrator of the Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs and look forward to the opportunity to work with each Mem-
ber of this Committee. Some say that I am not practicing risk anal-
ysis in my own life since the risks of this job may end up exceeding
the benefits. Yet I take a more optimistic view and aspire to work-
ing on behalf of the public to improve the regulatory system.

If T am confirmed as OIRA Administrator, I will be making a
major change in my professional role and my responsibilities will
be different. I will no longer be an academic, advancing provocative
ideas, and will instead be responsible for enforcing the laws of the
land as Congress wrote them. I will advise the OMB Director and
the President on future legislation. I will implement the President’s
policies and advocate the President’s priorities. I will also lead a
team of fine analysts at OMB and work with Congress and the
public on issues regarding regulation and information.

I see my chief role as to stimulate more analytical thinking about
major regulatory decisions in the Federal Government—decisions
that affect State and local governments, small and large busi-
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nesses, and the public at large. My responsibilities will also include
paperwork reduction, information policy, and statistical policy.

Mr. Chairman, the subject of openness in regulatory review at
OMB has been a concern of this Committee for more than 15 years.
Progress has been made in recent years, and I pledge to continue
that progress while protecting the ability of OMB staff to do their
jobs efficiently. If confirmed, I will work to achieve regulatory re-
views that are timely, transparent, and rigorous. I understand that
openness does not necessarily create agreement. Yet I also hope
that we will find issues where the spirit of openness permits dia-
logue and a narrowing of policy disagreements.

Since my nomination in March, some have charged that I and
the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis have a pro-business bias. I
respectfully disagree. Sometimes the findings of our studies have
supported the interests of sponsors, who happen to be business or-
ganizations. Sometimes the findings of our studies have supported
strict regulation of business. And sometimes our studies offer pub-
lic health insight but do not really affect business interests one
way or another. Our Center has simply followed the scientific data
and analysis, wherever they have happened to lead us.

Thank you for the opportunity to make this opening statement,
and I hope we can proceed to questions.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Well, I will go back
to my question, and that has to do with your explanation of the
tools of risk analysis and cost/benefit analysis, why you think they
are important, and why the passionate disagreement with regard
to those issues that I described earlier.

Mr. GRAHAM. Senator, I see the purpose of these analytic tools,
like risk analysis and cost/benefit analysis, not necessarily to cre-
ate fewer regulations or more regulations, but to create a smarter
regulatory system, one that can save more lives and protect the en-
vironment more effectively but at lower cost than we are currently
doing now.

For 20 or 30 years there has been concern in the public interest
community about these analytic tools, but I think what we have
shown in our prior scholarship in this area, not just myself but
other people in this field, is that these analytical tools can be a
force for more protection at less cost than we’re achieving today.

Chairman THOMPSON. You have written a lot about the need to
make more efficient regulatory decisions. That sounds rather hard-
hearted. Why do you think that is important when you are dealing
with lives and safety of people?

Mr. GRaHAM. Right. Well, one way to think about this is that if
we, as a society, don’t invest our resources in life saving or in envi-
ronmental protection in the areas where they can do the most good,
then we have foregone the opportunity to spend those same re-
sources to save more lives or do more for the environment.

Chairman THOMPSON. Is this based on the assumption that we
as a Nation, regardless of what we say, are not willing to make un-
limited resource commitments to every danger, every threat to
safety in this country?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir. I am fond of telling my students that, if
we have unlimited resources in these areas, there isn’t any need
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for risk analysis, there isn’t any need for cost/benefit analysis, be-
cause we can simply tackle all these problems.

Chairman THOMPSON. Are equitable issues often important to
the consideration of making regulatory decisions?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes.

Chairman THOMPSON. Is considering efficiency inconsistent with
considering fairness, for example?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, I think that there are different dimensions of
equity and fairness, and often times one needs to consult the un-
derlying laws or statutes passed by Congress to understand what
is the nature of the equity or fairness claim that Congress has in-
sisted be honored. And once that is done, then one can look at what
is an efficient way to accomplish the protection of fairness. So, yes,
I think fairness and equity are important.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right. We have several Members here
today, so we are going to proceed with Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Graham, as you know, some who oppose your nomination
have argued that your methodology essentially stacks the deck
against many pollution control, employee protection, and other en-
vironmental measures. So to help me understand and evaluate
their concern, I want to quote from an article that you wrote that
was published in 1995 and then ask some questions off of it. And
this is an article published by the National Center for Policy Anal-
ysis called “Comparing Opportunities to Reduce Health Risks:
Toxin Control, Medicine and Injury Prevention.”

In this article, you compare the cost effectiveness of a number of
different kinds of public health programs, and as I read it, you
reached two basic conclusions. First, you reported that the average
toxin control program costs much more than the average medical
or injury prevention program, and you gave as an example that we
spend $115.6 million per year on benzene emission control during
waste operations to save what you call 5 life-years—we can get into
life-years a bit if you want—while the same spending, the same
amount of money spent on collapsible steering columns in cars
saves 1,684 life-years. Then the second conclusion that I see in the
article is your recommendation that the private sector should not
be required to spend so much money on these cost-ineffective re-
quirements to control toxic pollution.

So I have a few questions that I want to ask off of that, and the
first is that it seems to me that in comparing costs and benefits,
your study doesn’t seem to consider the question of whose costs and
whose benefits.

I am going to go now to, I believe, advocacy that you made in
an article, that OIRA should use its regulatory review authority to
promote what you have called more rational priority setting. I
think it is consistent with the article that I just quoted. As an ex-
ample of this, you suggested that OIRA should promote arrange-
ments where an oil refinery might be allowed to release more of a
toxic pollutant in return for its commitment to fund AIDS preven-
tion or violence prevention programs. Now, those are—I used the
word earlier—very thought-provoking ideas, but the question I
wanted to ask you to respond to is: How would such an approach
help protect the health of, for instance, a family who lives next to
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the oil refinery? In other words, in making what is—well, in one
sense is an apples-and-oranges comparison, but a comparison of
different kinds of threats, even if your analysis leads you to think
that one is more cost efficient than the other, or there is a trade-
off, for instance, between the health of someone living next to an
oil refinery affected by air pollution and the health of someone suf-
fering from AIDS or injured by violence, what answer does society
give to the victims who, as a result of your cost/benefit analysis,
we would not help?

Mr. GRAHAM. That is a very complicated and well-framed ques-
tion, and I will try to give a short answer, which is, I do think you
can make a fairness or equity objection to the idea of allowing some
of the additional emissions at the plant in exchange for the violence
prevention and AIDS prevention.

The only qualification I might make is that, if you could save a
sufficiently large number of lives from violence prevention and
from AIDS prevention, even in the neighborhoods near that facility,
you might be able to persuade people that it is worthwhile. But I
think basically your argument is correct that you can make an
equity objection against that kind of trade.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes, that is my concern, and that in some
senses the rational priority setting that you have advocated is, dare
I say, too rational or so rational that it becomes to those who don’t
make it past the cost/benefit analysis cruel or uncaring or inhu-
mane.

The study that I referred to earlier seems to suggest that our
willingness to forego increased protection in the safety and medical
areas is a reason not to protect ourselves against toxins. So let me
ask you specifically, as we consider your nomination: Would you,
if you became the Admistrator at OIRA, reject a rule, for example,
submitted by the Environmental Protection Agency because you
concluded that there were more cost-effective ways to save lives in
other areas unrelated to the particular rule that was submitted to
you for review?

Mr. GrAaHAM. Well, Senator, I think it would possibly depend
upon the underlying statutory and legal framework that the agency
is operating under when they make that proposal. It may be that
it is not even relevant, that they could, in fact, save lives through
doing something very different or another part of the Federal Gov-
ernment could save more lives. If they’re operating from a statu-
tory framework that says they’re going to address this particular
drinking water problem or clean air problem, then I think it’s
OIRA’s responsibility to review the proposal in the context of that
legal or statutory framework.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So that you would not apply the kind of
cost/benefit analysis that you have advocated in your writings and
statements in that case?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that the kind of priority setting—and I
refer to it as risk-based priority setting—that I have advocated, I
see it as more appropriate in the front end of both the legislative
and the regulatory process. I don’t see it as appropriate after an
agency has already made a determination that an area is a pri-
ority, a rule is being developed. I think it’s a little late in the game
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to try to be constructive at that point by saying, well, you should
be writing some other regulation.

Now, there are ways under the Executive Order, the existing Ex-
ecutive Order, to stimulate the front-end priority setting I'm talk-
ing about.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Tell me what you mean by the front end of
the regulatory process. I understand what you meant about the leg-
islative process in considering these kinds of trade-offs, but what
do you mean by the

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, under the Executive Order, there are require-
ments that agencies lay out their plans for regulation over the next
year, for example, and there can be dialogue at that stage. There
can also be decisions in the budgeting process as OMB works with
agencies on how they’re going to spend their resources. So those I
think are areas where there is room for some discussion about
these issues.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me approach the question of compara-
tive risks or comparing risks, and if one risk seems to be suscep-
tible to more cost-effective response, then you might pull away
from responding to the other risk even though there are people
whose health is being adversely affected by those risks.

You have said in some of your work that EPA often addresses
the wrong priorities, such as one example you have given as out-
door air pollution where you believe that the worst risks involve in-
door air pollution, for instance, from wood stove smoke.

However, I am obviously not the only one who would be troubled
if you at OIRA were to encourage or even require EPA to weaken
its regulatory initiatives for outdoor air pollution because you be-
lieve that the resources would be better spent on more efficient pro-
grams.

So let me ask you now whether you can provide assurances that
you would not do this without express statutory authorization if
you are confirmed as OIRA Administrator.

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, at the end of your comment and question, you
asked about the need for express statutory authorization, and I
guess I shouldn’t suggest that I really know the legal necessities
in that regard. I do want to respond to your basic point, though,
with an example of a case where two agencies could be interested
in clean air, say EPA interested in outdoor air and OSHA inter-
ested in indoor air. And there have been cases where a proposal by
EPA to reduce outdoor air pollution caused some of the pollution
to be captured and concentrated indoors and created a concern for
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration.

I do think it’s appropriate for the Administrator of the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs to try to identify these poten-
tial conflicts between agencies and seek some kind of resolution.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I hear you, but barring that kind of direct
conflict, can you assure us that, for instance, you would not ques-
tion EPA regulations on outdoor air pollution because you conclude
on your own cost/benefit analysis or risk analysis that it would be
a better use of their resources to focus on indoor air pollution?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think this runs back to your previous question,
which is where is the appropriate place in the process, the appro-
priate forum for risk-based priority-setting analysis. And I would
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like to see it more at the front end, both legislative process and
budgeting process and regulatory calendar at the beginning of the
year. I don’t think—once an agency has identified an area as a pri-
ority under its existing statutory framework, has proposed a regu-
lation to OIRA, has invested that energy, I'm not sure at that stage
it’s appropriate to be engaging in the kind of dialogue you’re talk-
ing about.

Senator LIEBERMAN. My time is up on this round. I guess I would
say very briefly, before I get another chance to question you, that
one of the concerns that has been raised is whether—almost as a
result of both your orientation, your skeptical orientation about
some regulations, and your intellectual acuity—that you would be
asking so many questions, including at the front end, that there
would be—and this is not my phrase, but others—that in the regu-
latory process of the Federal Government there would be what oth-
ers have called paralysis by analysis. And I do think that it is a
fair question, and on my second round, I am going to ask you that.

Thank you.

Chairman THOMPSON. Something we have some familiarity with,
don’t we?

Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes.

Chairman THOMPSON. Senator Voinovich.

Senator VOINOVICH. How familiar are you with the regulatory as-
pects of the unfunded mandates relief legislation and what do you
think about them? Are you familiar with the current President’s
Executive Order, and what do you think of it? And then the last
question is: Do you think that the former administration followed
the provisions of both the unfunded mandates relief legislation, the
regulatory portion of it, and the President’s Executive Order?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, let me just briefly comment on the Unfunded
Mandates Act, which I understand to be a requirement that when
the Federal Government imposes significant regulatory require-
ments on State and local governments, and it may cover private
businesses as well, that there needs to be some analysis of what
the costs and benefits are. And I have not studied in detail the ac-
tual implementation of the Unfunded Mandates Act. If I'm con-
firmed, it’s definitely an area where I would like to spend some
time actually looking at how well these analyses are done and de-
termine their impact on actual decision making. I would elicit some
feedback, for example, from State and local governments on how
they feel the implementation of those provisions have been.

On the Executive Order, I have not engaged in any detailed
study of how the existing Executive Order that was adopted at the
beginning of the Clinton Administration, how, in fact, it’s actually
been implemented. So I can’t really comment on that, and I don’t
have any plan to recommend any specific change to the Executive
Order at this time.

Senator VOINOVICH. So you are not familiar with how they hon-
ored either the regulatory aspect of the unfunded mandates relief
legislation or the Executive Order?

Mr. GRAHAM. I’'m sorry. The first part of your question, how they
did what?

Senator VOINOVICH. In terms of whether or not they honored
the——
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Mr. GRAHAM. The previous administration?

Senator VOINOVICH. The previous administration honored——

Mr. GRAHAM. I haven’t done a careful study of how much they've
honored it, no.

Senator VOINOVICH. Well, we have, and we have lots of tes-
timony:

Mr. GRAHAM. I suspect you’'ll inform me.

Senator VOINOVICH. And if you get the job, I am going to at least
share with you some of the concerns that we have had in terms of
the provision that said any regulation over $100 million ought to
be looked at from a cost/benefit point of view before it is imple-
mented, and also the area of both President Clinton’s and Presi-
dent Reagan’s Executive Order in terms of cost/benefit analysis.

I just want to mention this: You are being attacked to a degree
because some of the stuff that you have written and said was alleg-
edly colored by contributions to your Center.

You have expressed concern, for example, that many chemicals
in widespread use have not been tested for their cancer-causing po-
tential. You objected to this practice and advocated a new approach
of assigning default cancer potency numbers to chemicals until
they are tested. And yet you have received money at the Harvard
Center from chemical producers.

Particulate air pollution, another example is something that I am
very interested in. You supported the work of the Harvard Center
team making the case for increased regulation to find particles in
outdoor air. You authored a commentary in the Harvard Center’s
newsletter highlighting the health risks of particulate exposure.
And in spite of the fact that you received support from a wide
range of industries, including energy, chemical producers, and
manufacturers, global climate change—something we just had a
major hearing on in another committee that I am a member of—
you backed the hiring of a faculty member who is a specialist on
the economics of global climate change and have written papers
supporting the need for the United States and the world to take
long-term actions to slow the rate of global climate change. And
you said the United States should indeed take cost-effective steps
to demonstrate our seriousness about the global climate issue and
spur global policies. And you have received money from the wide
range of industries, including manufacturers, energy producers and
so forth. The same way with sports utility vehicles, you have indi-
cated that there ought to be stricter safety measures and consumer
tax credits for environmentally friendly vehicles, and you received
money from the auto makers and the petroleum industry.

The point I am trying to make here is if you look at the record,
you do the job that you are supposed to do in the most objective
way that you possibly can. Do you want to comment on that?

Mr. GrRAHAM. We tried. We try as hard as we can to maintain
objectivity, regardless of whether the funding source is an indus-
trial source or a governmental agency source. And I do want to add
that our Center does get substantial funding from government
agencies like the Environmental Protection Agency, the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the Department of Energy,
the National Science Foundation, the Centers for Disease Control,
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. As the Center director, I
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have aggressively sought to provide analytic support and advice to
Federal agencies as well as to the private sector.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Levin, did
you want to make some opening comments?

Senator LEVIN. I will with my questions.

Chairman THOMPSON. OK. Senator Durbin.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Graham, when I look at your resume, I am curious. Do you
have any degrees or advanced training in the fields of chemistry,
for example?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, sir.

Senator DURBIN. Biology?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, sir.

Senator DURBIN. Toxicology?

Mr. GrRaHAM. No.

Senator DURBIN. What would you consider to be your expertise?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, I have a Ph.D. in public affairs from Car-
negie-Mellon University with an emphasis in a field of manage-
ment science called decision science. And at the School of Public
Health I teach analytic tools and decision science, like risk assess-
ment, cost-effectiveness analysis and cost/benefit analysis.

Senator DURBIN. No background in medical training?

Mr. GRaHAM. No. I do have a post-doctoral fellowship funded by
the Environmental Protection Agency where I studied human
health risk assessment and had research experience in doing
human health risk assessment of chemical exposures.

Senator DURBIN. Does your lack of background in any of these
fields that I have mentioned give you any hesitation to make state-
ments relative to the danger of chemicals to the human body?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think I have tried to participate in collaborative
arrangements where I have the benefit of people who have exper-
tise in some of the fields that you’ve mentioned.

Senator DURBIN. But going back to the old television commercial,
“I may not be a doctor, but I play one on TV,” you wouldn’t want
to assume the role of a doctor or public health expert when it
comes to deciding the safety or danger of exposure to certain
chemicals, would you?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, I think our Center and I personally have
done significant research in the area of risk assessment of chemi-
cals, and often times my role is to provide some analytical support
to a team, and then other people on the team provide expertise in
whether it be toxicology medicine or whatever.

Senator DURBIN. Based on that experience, have you come to a
conclusion as to whether exposure to dioxin can increase a person’s
likelihood of cancer?

Mr. GRAHAM. My involvement in the dioxin issue comes pri-
marily from serving on two committees of the Science Advisory
Board of the Environmental Protection Agency, where I was asked
to be a member of roughly a 20-member team of scientists, where
we looked at the full body of data on human exposure to dioxin and
the toxicity of dioxin, and the beliefs that I formed were as a con-
sequence of those experiences.
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Senator DURBIN. Let me return to the question. Based on that
experience, do you believe that exposure to dioxin can increase your
likelihood of cancer?

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you for reminding me of the first part of the
question. I think that at high dose in laboratory animals there’s
clear evidence that dioxin causes cancer.

Senator DURBIN. So do you—sorry. Go ahead.

Mr. GRAHAM. I was going to say, in humans I think that the
database is more mixed and difficult to interpret.

Senator DURBIN. So do you believe there is a safe level of expo-
sure or accumulation of dioxin?

Mr. GRAHAM. I don’t know the answer to that question.

Senator DURBIN. I would like to bring up a quote which you have
made on this subject. If you would put that up, please?! I show side
by side here two quotes from you and quotes from other sources on
the subject of dioxin. And I remind you that you have really told
this panel that you don’t have any special personal expertise when
it comes to the impact of chemicals on the human body. Your state-
ment to the EPA Science Advisory Board, November 1, 2000, you
said, “It’s possible that measures to reduce current average body
burdens of dioxin further could actually do more harm for public
health than good.” And then you went on to say—and this is at the
same time—“I think there would also be merit in stating not only
that TCDD”—which is dioxin—“is a carcinogen, but also I would
put it in the category of a likely anti-carcinogen.”

Now, that is compared to what others have said on the right. The
National Institutes of Health: “Dioxin is a known human car-
cinogen.” And from EPA: “Exposure to low levels of dioxin over long
periods (or high-level exposure at sensitive times) might result in
reproductive or developmental effects. Those could include weak-
ened immune responses and behavior changes in offspring.”

Can you explain to me, are you suggesting in your second state-
ment there that dioxin can either cure cancer or stop cancer when
you call it an anti-carcinogen?

Mr. GRAHAM. There are several studies available that show that
as dioxin exposures are lessened in both human populations and in
animals, that actually the carcinogenic effect that you see at high
doses disappears, and there does appear to be evidence of an actual
decline in cancer incidence. So there are some studies that suggest
that.

Senator DURBIN. And this would—I am going to ask you, does
this lead you to conclude, then, that we should not be aggressively
trying to stop the release of dioxin in the environment and the ex-
posure of American citizens to dioxin?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, sir. In fact, in my service on these committees,
I have been aggressive at pointing out that there is actually more
compelling scientific information around a variety of non-cancer ad-
verse health effects. Some of the reproductive and developmental
effects that you have, I think appropriately, quoted on that chart,
which would provide a sufficient rationale to continue reducing ex-
posures to dioxin, even if the cancer risk issue were not settled.

1The chart appears in the Appendix on page 352.
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Senator DURBIN. But isn’t it true, Dr. Graham, that at the Har-
vard Center where you work, you have testified rather consistently
to reduce the levels and standards when it comes to dioxin, for ex-
ample, in the State of Maine, when you represented Georgia Pacific
and they talked about release of dioxin from paper and pulp mills?

Mr. GRAHAM. I believe, Senator, in the early 1990’s I served as
an expert witness for several law firms representing pulp and
paper companies. And I did not serve as an expert on the biology
or the toxicology or the risk of dioxin. I served as an expert on the
question of what are the different ways that the term “acceptable
risk” is dealt with in public policy, what is the notion of a signifi-
cant risk or acceptable risk, for example, in EPA decision making.

Senator DURBIN. I will, of course, defer to the record, and I will
look at it again. But I recall your testimony in the State of Maine
was relative to the State standard for dioxin.

Mr. GRAHAM. It was in the context of the dioxin deliberation, yes.

Senator DURBIN. You were representing George Pacific, where we
know that the pulp and paper industry is a source of dioxin in the
environment. Is it not?

Mr. GRaHAM. I think so.

Senator DURBIN. You think so?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. You are talking about the effluent into the
water.

Senator DURBIN. Right.

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes.

Senator DURBIN. Do you think so or do you know?

Mr. GRAHAM. Now that you remind me, I know so.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you.

Who supports your position that lowering the level of dioxin actu-
ally decreases the incidence of cancer?

Mr. GRAHAM. I can give you a copy of the studies that I referred
to in the Science Advisory Board deliberations, and I would be
happy to share those with you. And this issue was discussed collec-
tively within the Committee, and there was spirited dialogue, I can
assure you, after I introduced those particular studies. Some of the
scientists criticized them. Other ones said that they’re valid.

Senator DURBIN. You were on the EPA Science Advisory Board,
if I am not mistaken.

Mr. GRAHAM. Correct.

Senator DURBIN. And they deliberated for some 10 years on ques-
tions related to dioxin. Is that true?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, I think they have been studying dioxin in one
way or another for probably longer than that.

Senator DURBIN. And are you still participating in that process?

Mr. GRAHAM. No. I resigned from the committee at the point of
my nomination.

Senator DURBIN. And after your resignation, there was finally,
after more than 10 years, a unanimous agreement from that board
to release its report to the EPA. Are you familiar with it?

Mr. GRAHAM. I have not seen the report, no.

Senator DURBIN. So you can’t tell us whether you would have
signed on to that report or not?

Mr. GRAHAM. I can’t.
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Senator DURBIN. The report contains significant findings, among
them, and I quote, “It is important that EPA continue to try to
limit emissions and human exposure to the class of chemicals in
view of their very long biological and environmental persistence,”
and they were referring to dioxin. So if you are at this new position
at OIRA and this suggested policy comes before you, and you are
to look at the issue of dioxin, are you going to hold to your belief
that reducing levels of dioxin could actually reduce the incidence of
cancer—or increase the incidence of cancer?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that in the context of the deliberations I
talked about, I was introducing two specific studies into a Science
Advisory Board deliberation of a collaborative body. My assumption
would be that at OIRA a lot of these issues would have already
been ventilated at the agency and by the Science Advisory Board,
and then that package would be coming to OIRA.

So I don’t see myself in the process of interjecting my personal
opinions about dioxin into the deliberation.

Senator DURBIN. Frankly, Dr. Graham, that is your job, to decide
whether or not, for example, research will continue in given areas,
whether regulations will be issued, and that is why it has given me
great pause to consider you in this position, because when I look
at some of your views—and I can tell you, quite frankly, I have
never heard of anybody suggesting that dioxin somehow reduces
cancer risk. It is just the opposite. It seems to be the vast body of
knowledge that has been gathered on this chemical is exactly the
opposite. And if you have said that publicly, as you have in the
course of this consideration, you can understand why those of us
who are concerned about issues like arsenic in drinking water may
be concerned about having you at the helm to decide whether or
not arsenic causes cancer or reduces the likelihood of cancer.

Do you have an opinion on that?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, sir.

Senator DURBIN. You have no opinion on whether arsenic is a
dangerous chemical?

Mr. GrAHAM. I haven’t had any experience in dealing with the
arsenic issue, either at the scientific level or at the cost-effective-
ness of control.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will wait for the
next round.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Bennett.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. Dr. Graham, you have admitted
you have no training and background in biology or medicine. Have
you ever been to law school?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, sir.

Senator BENNETT. Have you ever studied languages?

Mr. GRAHAM. A little bit of German, but not much.

Senator BENNETT. The reason I raise that is because John
Spotila, your predecessor, appointed by President Clinton and con-
firmed unanimously by the Senate, which means that all of the
Members of the Committee here voted for him, is a lawyer who
studied languages at Georgetown University before he went to the
Yale Law School, and his government experience was a general
counsel for the Small Business Administration.

Have you ever done any work on wage and price stability?
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Mr. GRAHAM. No, sir.

Senator BENNETT. The reason I raise that is that Mr. Spotila’s
predecessor, appointed by President Clinton, Sally Katzen, is also
a lawyer, whose government service included work on the Council
on Wage and Price Stability. Do you consider that Mr. Spotila and
Ms. Katzen were improperly confirmed by the Senate for this as-
signment, or do you think they were qualified?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think I'll let this Committee make that judgment.

Senator BENNETT. All right. Well, the Senate unanimously felt
that in spite of the fact that they did not have any medical back-
ground or studies in toxicology, that their entire experience was in
the legal field, that they somehow were qualified for this, and
President Clinton appointed them and they were unanimously con-
firmed.

I want to move to an area that I have a particular interest in
which deals with the future. In the year 2000, there were 586 com-
puter security incidents reported by civilian agencies. Of these, 155
were root compromises. A root compromise, for those that don’t un-
derstand the phrase, means that whoever got into the computer got
all the way in and ultimately could take control of the system. You
got down to the roots. And a root compromise means the intruder
owns the system and controls it. That happened 155 times in the
year 2000 in 32 different agency systems.

Now, I should stress that these are only the reported incidents.
We do not know how often somebody got into one of those com-
puters and got to root compromise level and then got out without
being detected.

You are going to work for the Office of Management and Budget.
We on this Committee have heard former Directors of OMB tell us
they spent all their time on budget and they never got around to
dealing with management.

And I think the ability of someone to break into the computers,
compromise the database, and, if they wish, change, therefore, the
results that come out is something that the Office of Management
and Budget needs to deal with.

I understand you have some understanding of this kind of capac-
ity, and I would like you to describe that for us to see if my under-
standing is correct. If my understanding is correct, that would be
a further reason to want you in OMB as opposed to somebody who
doesn’t have any understanding of this particular challenge. Could
you comment on this area?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, I'm not sure I do know as much as you might
think I know, sir. The particular area you’re talking about hasn’t
been an area of my scholarship and my writing, so I don’t want to
overstate my competence in the area. So if you could focus the
question a little bit more specifically, I'll do my best to respond to
it.

Senator BENNETT. Well, have you ever looked at the question of
computer security and preservation of the reliability of databases
on which you depend?

Mr. GRAHAM. I do understand that the issue of computer security
is extremely important in the Federal Government, both on the ci-
vilian side and on the national security side. And I understand that
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OMB historically has had a particularly important role on com-
puter security in the civilian side.

But I haven’t had the opportunity—I've had maybe just one brief-
ing or so from OMB staff on computer security issues, so I'm in a
learning mode.

Senator BENNETT. All right. Well, I appreciate your paying atten-
tion to this because in the borderless world which we now live, the
borderless economy, where people from countries or places un-
known can get into government databases and at the moment we
think, as they go after those databases, they are trying to take
something out, the concern that I have is that at some point they
are going to try to leave something behind. They are going to try
to make changes in the database to affect, for whatever nefarious
purposes, the decision making in the Federal Government.

To put in a military context, it would be the same thing as if our
military had been able to get into Saddam Hussein’s command and
control system and change his orders to his troops without his
knowing that they were doing that.

So that someone who had an interest in what was going on
might want to break into American computers so that the data you
receive as you make your decision as to cost/benefit analysis has
been compromised, if not contaminated. And I would just suggest
to you, looking ahead to the future, that you do a little bit of cost/
benefit analysis on how the government is dealing with that issue,
because it seems to me it is a whole lot cheaper to prevent it than
it is to clean up after it if somebody has done that. And if I were
someone who wished this country ill, I could think of no better way
to terrify our population than to deal with our database that would
cause improper decisions to be made about health and safety, be-
cause the database has been triggered with by some terrorist group
?_r hlostile nation state that wants to use this as a way to cause dif-

iculty.

So I realize this has nothing to do with the clamor that has been
raised about your nomination. I vented my spleen on what I
thought was the character assassination attempt in my opening
statement, and I want to focus now on some of the duties that you
will have if you are confirmed. I expect you will be confirmed and
trust you will be confirmed, and that is why I raise the issue.

Let me go to the issue that Senator Lieberman raised, which I
find kind of interesting, that suggested that given your intelligence
and your capacity, you might somehow break out of just reviewing
the regulations when they get to you in your normal pattern as the
watchdog there at OMB, but you would go to the front end, as you
put it, and participate there in ways that Senator Lieberman felt
might be inappropriate for you to do that. I think you are going to
have enough to do at OIRA that you won’t have to be called upon
to do that.

But it strikes me that this is a complaint that may say you are
overqualified for this job, you know too much, and we shouldn’t
have somebody who understands all of these things in that kind of
a position.

Could you comment on your own sense of what the workload
would be and whether, in fact, you would be tempted to do the
things Senator Lieberman suggested and inject yourself into the
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regulatory process prior to the time when a regulation comes to you
for review?

Mr. GRaHAM. Well, I think that the experience that I've been told
from the OMB OIRA staff, the career staff at the agency, is that
once an agency has already formulated a position and has proposed
a regulation and key officials have signed off on that and it goes
to OMB, there is opportunity for OMB to have a review at that
stage, but it is often more effective to have at least some dialogue
with the agencies early on in the process, so that they can be sen-
sitive to the kinds of concerns that are going to arise when it’s ulti-
mately reviewed at OIRA. And, in fact, sometimes you would save
time and resources of both OMB OIRA and the agency if there was
some initial dialogue on these issues.

Senator BENNETT. So that is the pattern that goes on now. Is
that what you are telling us?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that was the sentiment that was expressed
by some of the career staff, but I haven’t studied it enough in detail
to know how often that happens now.

Senator BENNETT. But isn’t the primary responsibility in the
agency and not in OMB? Isn’t your role a review role rather than
an initiating role?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, the Executive Order does have a review role,
but it also has mechanisms provided in the Executive Order
through the calendar and through the dialogue with agencies on
the intent for their regulations and through the budgetary process
for OMB to play a greater role in participating with the agencies.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Levin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me add my wel-
come to you, Dr. Graham. My one experience with you was working
on the regulatory reform bill with our Chairman, with Senator
Voinovich, and with others, and I found you, during that experi-
ence, to be moderate and thoughtful. The positions that you took
on cost/benefit analysis, on risk assessment were, I thought, posi-
tions which were constructive positions. You, for instance, did not
argue that benefits had to justify costs in order that the regulations
proceed, but that you ought to know whether benefits justify costs,
and if they don’t, then explain why one is regulating.

You took the position that benefits needn’t be quantifiable, that
if there is, for instance, a quality-of-life benefit, whether or not the
air quality coming up over Lake Michigan interferes with a view
of Lake Michigan, or whether or not an IQ could be affected by
some particular substance in the air or water, that even though
those benefits may not be quantifiable, that nonetheless they are
worthy of being considered.

So I have found in my experience with you that you were a
thoughtful and a moderate person who is willing to look at the im-
portance of weighing costs and benefits, but not let that tail totally
wag the dog.

Others obviously have raised concerns about your nomination
based on their experience or their belief that they have knowledge
of your background. And I want to explore a few of those concerns
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with you today. I think it is important that you address a number
of the concerns, and a number of them have been raised here al-
ready.

Senator Durbin asked you about some reports or about a state-
ment you made relative to the anti-carcinogenic effects of a par-
ticular substance, and you made reference to a report or two on
which you had based that conclusion. And I think it would be use-
ful if you would submit those reports for the record so that we
could see what the basis of your statement was.

We received a letter from some people who object to your nomi-
nation—the letter says, “Time and time again, Professor Graham
has accepted money from industries while conducting research and
policy studies on public health regulations in which those same in-
dustries had substantial vested interest.” And my question to you
is whether or not your policy relative to the receipt of funding for
your studies has been approved by Harvard University. In other
words, do they know of your policies and have they either ap-
proved, disapproved, or are they silent on them?

Mr. GRAHAM. The Center’s procedures for dealing with both gov-
ernment and industry funding are regulated within the univer-
sity—both at a university level and they are also reviewed at the
dean’s level in the School of Public Health, where my faculty ap-
pointment is. So, yes, they are aware of those practices.

Senator LEVIN. All right. We have received a letter, Mr. Chair-
man, from a professor of business law at the University of Texas
whose name is Frank Cross,! and I am just wondering whether or
not the various letters2 both in support of the nomination and op-
posed to the nomination have been made part of the record. Have
they already been?

Chairman THOMPSON. They are. Right.

Senator LEVIN. All right. Thank you.

If it has already been made part of the record, I will simply quote
from one part of it, that “the Harvard Center has taken numerous
steps to preserve its integrity and credibility, steps that surpass
those taken by comparable research institutions, and documenta-
tion of these policies is publicly available on the Internet.”

It also says the following, on page 2, that “the question of con-
flicts of interest provides an even more stark contrast” after the
statement that the Harvard Center clearly provides more system-
atic financial disclosure to the public than the other institutions.
And then the professor says this: “While many of the similar re-
search centers have mission statements regarding their operations,
none appears to have a separate and independent conflicts of inter-
est policy.”

Another statement which is made in the letter that I referred to
by those who oppose your nomination is the following, that you
have “consistently produced reports, submitted testimony to the
Congress, and made statements to the media that have supported
industry positions, frequently without disclosing the sources of his
funding.”

1Letter from Frank Cross appears in the Appendix on page 561.
2The letters of support and in opposition appear in the Appendix beginning on page 549.
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I would like to ask you about disclosure of the sources of your
funding and whether or not you indeed have consistently produced
reports, submitted testimony to Congress, and made statements to
the media that have supported industry positions without dis-
closing the sources. Has that happened with frequency? And if it
has happened, should it happen? And what is your policy about
that?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, Senator. For those reports or articles that the
Center produces that were funded with a sponsored grant or a re-
stricted grant for that purpose, the funder of that work should be
disclosed on the publication itself.

If, however, the publication or report was produced under unre-
stricted funding, whether that unrestricted funding be from compa-
nies, from the university, from a trade association, or private indi-
viduals, then we rely on the general disclosure on our website and
on our annual report to allow people to understand how our work
is funded.

That is the basic approach that we have at the Center to disclo-
sure.

Senator LEVIN. All right. So that if a report is a result of re-
stricted funding, that source is supposed to appear on the report.

Mr. GRAHAM. That should be on the report, yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Has it ever happened that it did not appear on
the report, do you know?

Mr. GRAHAM. I don’t recall an example of where we failed to do
that.

Senator LEVIN. All right. If you do find such an instance, would
you let us know? There are an awful lot of reports, obviously. I
have looked through the list of your reports. But perhaps somebody
could do that and tell us whether or not there has been a report
that has been produced by your Center which is the product of re-
stricted funding where that source has not been reflected in the re-
port.

In response to the written questions from Senator Lieberman,
you said the following: “When publishing newsletters, the restricted
grants are supposed to be noted on the publication. But when it’s
unrestricted, the Center relies on disclosure found on the Web and
in our annual reports.” But then you said the following, which is
confusing to me, that “the Center discloses restricted sources of
support for specific studies to the media and otherwise only dis-
closes funding sources if asked to do so by the reporter.”

Mr. GRAHAM. If we had a press release on one of our studies that
was financed through restricted support, we would disclose on the
press release that it was funded by a particular agency or company
or trade association. If a reporter calls us, we don’t have a general
policy of affirmatively disclosing: Here are all the places where we
get our money from. We rely on the journalist to ask us, and often
they do.

Senator LEVIN. All right. There has been a question raised by
one of the letters in opposition as to, again, the corporate sponsor-
ship of your research. And one of the examples—the first example
given related to air bags, and I would like to just ask you about
that example.
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Apparently you are a proponent of air bags. Your Center did a
study in 1997 on the cost effectiveness of air bags, and the results
of the study prior to peer review showed a cost of about $400,000
for each life saved for passenger-side air bags. And then after there
was criticism of the study, the study was peer-reviewed. The re-
sults were significantly different, and the cost of each life-year
saved after peer review then dropped to $61,000, and your conclu-
sion was that that was within the acceptable range.

Now, the suggestion in that letter was that your preliminary
finding of $400,000 per life saved was somehow skewed because of
the funding that you received from industry. On the other hand,
your report said that the research was supported in part by a grant
from Centers for Disease Control and the Harvard Injury Control
Center and the Harvard School of Public Health.

So I am trying to find out—it said “partly supported.” Was the
other part a general support or

Mr. GRAHAM. That’s correct.

Senator LEVIN. So the only restricted grants that went into that
were from the ones that you identified?

Mr. GRAHAM. The air bag study would have been in the CDC,
Centers for Disease Control in Atlanta, Georgia. That’s my recollec-
tion.

Senator LEVIN. All right. And would they have any interest in
skewing this to a $400,000 cost instead of a $61,000 cost?

Mr. GRAHAM. Not that I can think of, sir.

Senator LEVIN. All right. My time is up. Thank you.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Collins.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Graham, I want to ask what, I think, is the fundamental
question here, and that is: Do you let the source of your funding,
whether it is from an industry group or a private individual or the
university or government agencies, influence the findings and con-
clusions of your studies?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, Senator. I, as the Center director and my fac-
ulty colleagues, strongly believe that we need to pursue the design
and analysis of our data and publish our results in the most objec-
tive manner possible, regardless of whether that would happen to
serve the interests of a particular funder or not.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. And, in fact, you have supported
new regulation of the automobile industry that called for a redesign
of air bags in order to protect children from injury or death when
deployment suddenly occurs. Is that correct?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, that’s correct.

Senator COLLINS. Could you tell us a little bit more about your
work in that area?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. The National Transportation Safety Board
meeting in 1997 that Senator Levin was referring to in his ques-
tions exposed a number of the issues around children and air bags.
It stimulated our Center to form a working group of engineers,
physicians, and decision analysts to look into the problem and sug-
gest possible solutions. And we published those solutions in the
journal Pediatrics. And one idea is the recommendation that vehi-
cle manufacturers be expected to develop technology to sense
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whether a child is in the front seat and not deploy the air bag if
a crash occurs.

Senator COLLINS. Did the Automobile Manufacturers Association
welcome those findings, and were they just delighted that you were
calling for a redesign in the air bags?

Mr. GRAHAM. I do not recall specific reactions from particular
companies.

Senator COLLINS. It is my understanding that the automobile
manufacturers were not real happy about the findings of your sur-
vey because it was going to mean redesign work and additional ex-
penses, which I think speaks to the fact that you do the research,
and wherever it leads you, you publish those conclusions.

I would also like to ask, have you supported the development of
new safety regulations for sports utility vehicles to prevent roll-
overs or to reduce the rate of their involvement in rollover crashes?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. In an article published in Issues in Science
and Technology,maybe a year or 18 months ago, I argued that we
ought to, as a country, develop a multi-year research and regula-
tion program to reduce the rate at which sport utility vehicles roll
over. And that program is consistent, but perhaps a little bit more
aggressive than some of the legislation that has been passed by the
Congress at the present time.

Senator COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I have a copy of that article
which Dr. Graham authored, entitled “Civilizing the Sport Utility
Vehicle,” and I would ask unanimous consent that it be made part
of the record.!

Chairman THOMPSON. Without objection.

Senator COLLINS. Dr. Graham, have you also done work in the
area of the EPA’s low sulphur diesel rules as a strategy to allow
for more fuel-efficient and cleaner diesel engines as well?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. In fact, I have a doctoral student, Edmond
Toy, writing a thesis on that subject right now.

Senator COLLINS. And, again, this is another area where you be-
lieve that there could be improvements in the regulations that
would produce environmental benefits?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, if we can bring the sulphur levels down in die-
sel fuel, it would increase the chances that diesel engine technology
could meet the particulate and nitrogen dioxide standards that
EPA applies. And if we could do that, diesel engines offer a lot of
fuel efficiency and carbon dioxide benefits compared to conven-
tional engine technology.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Dr. Graham.

Chairman THOMPSON. Is the Senator finished?

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Levin’s citation of some letters——

Chairman THOMPSON. Excuse me. I am sorry. I asked if the Sen-
ator was finished. I take it you were.

Senator COLLINS. I was, yes.
| Chairman THOMPSON. We are ready for another round now, I be-

ieve.

Senator BENNETT. Yes, and I was a little surprised. I am not
next. [Laughter.]

1 Article referred to appears in the Appendix on page 543.
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Chairman THOMPSON. I am sorry. I hate to interrupt you
midsentence here, but I guess we better go in order, which, coinci-
dentally, starts with me. [Laughter.]

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?

Chairman THOMPSON. Yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Can the record be kept open for questions for a
reasonable period of time?

Chairman THOMPSON. Yes. Would 24 hours be sufficient?

Senator LEVIN. That would be fine. Thank you.

Chairman THOMPSON. Some of the issues that have been raised,
first of all, concern the issue of your qualifications. One of the let-
ters that was sent in criticized you for your lack of degree in hard
sciences and giving your opinion on some of these areas that have
been raised. And attached to that letter or signing on to that letter
were several pages of academics, and I noticed most of them were
lawyers. One of them is a professor of philosophy, another professor
of philosophy, a professor of psychiatry, a professor of psychology,
a professor of romance languages, and three professors of psy-
chology. You are not doing well among the psychologists, Mr.
Graham. [Laughter.]

Another professor of psychology, a chair of philosophy, associate
professor of linguistic sciences, and another professor of psychology.

So they are entitled to their opinion, and their opinion is a part
of the record, but I just say I believe that your qualifications in
these areas probably are superior to some of the qualifications of
your detractors.

I might point out that, on the other hand, we had a letter signed
onto by at least twice as many academics, who are scholars work-
ing in environmental policy, health policy, and related fields. So I
think that our record reflects pretty well, not only in terms of the
background of the people who have sent in expressing their views,
but also in terms of your comparison with your predecessor, as
Senator Bennett pointed out. Your predecessors were lawyers who
were appointed because they were good administrators. I think you
bring some special skills to the position that we have not had in
some time.

On the issue of your benefactors, there are several—let me get
the list here. Several of the Senators here have referred to areas
where your opinion, and those of your colleagues with whom you
submitted these reports, went counter to those who had funded you
with restricted funds, funds that went for a particular subject mat-
ter.

I am going to make a part of the record something that the staff
compiled, and I emphasize this is a majority staff compilation, but
I think it is quite impressive, and I think it will bear scrutiny.

In these following areas, we found where you and the Harvard
Center reached opinions that were contrary to the interests of the
industries that donated restricted funds for a particular project:
Cancer risk from formaldehyde is one; cancer risk for chloroform,;
panel review of National Cancer Institute’s Agricultural Health
Study; study of using diesel versus compressed natural gas in tran-
sit buses; indoor air pollution; exposure to chemicals; untested
chemicals; concern for highly exposed people; energy conservation;
particulate air pollution; global climate change; sports utility vehi-
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cles have been mentioned; health risks; and air bags have been
mentioned.

I will not go into what you found, and I will not even mention
all of the sponsors—a wide range of industries, energy, chemical,
automobile manufacturers, chemical producers, tobacco company,
and the petroleum industry. In each of these instances, you appar-
ently, from our analysis, went against what would certainly seem
to be the wishes and desires of the people involved.

So, if we get past the issue of, shall we say, skewing your reports
to favor one side or another, then we have to get down to the mer-
its of what you are actually dealing with in terms of these some-
times controversial subjects. I hope we are not getting to the point
where we discourage scientists and academics from giving opinions,
based upon research and based upon analysis of other research
that has been done, even if it is sometimes controversial.

If you have a study that shows an increased risk of something,
you will be embraced with open arms by everyone, including the
Congress and the news media, and it allows us to emphasize our
concern to citizens. But if you have a study that indicates that per-
haps a particular risk has been overemphasized and resources
would be better spent in another area, where the risk has been
underemphasized, you are treading upon dangerous ground, and
you will get very little comment, certainly, from any member of
Congress about that because it is politically dangerous.

And I hope that we do not do anything to discourage our sci-
entists and our people in academia from venturing into those
grounds, and just have a good, open, honest debate about it, even
if sometimes it goes contrary to commonly accepted or assumed no-
tions.

Let me see if my understanding is correct concerning the dioxin
issue. You were selected to serve on EPA’s Science Advisory Board
on Dioxin for both the 1995 and the 2000 reviews; is that right?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir.

Chairman THOMPSON. And you withdrew from the 2000 review
when your nomination occurred.

Mr. GRAHAM. That is right.

Chairman THOMPSON. According to my information, in both re-
views, you raised concerns that EPA may be exaggerating the can-
cer risk of low levels of dioxin exposure, but that you also said that
the noncancer risks of dioxin exposure—damage to reproduction,
development, immune system, and the endocrine system—merited
greater attention by the EPA; is that correct?

Mr. GRAHAM. That is correct.

Chairman THOMPSON. And your writings show how risk analysis
played an important part in reducing dioxin pollution from the
pulp and paper industry in a cost-effective manner.

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, that is true.

Chairman THOMPSON. We have made passing reference to peer
review, which I think is one of the most important aspects of what
we are dealing with here and that people need to understand.
These reports are not something that you sketch out on the back
of an envelope and get typed up the next day based upon your own
notion solely, but that they are peer reviewed.
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Will you discuss, in some detail, what that is, what it involves,
and what part it plays in your work and especially with regard to
the reports that have been referred to here today, the controversial
ones. Perhaps they are the same as the noncontroversial ones, but
what is the process?

Mr. GRAHAM. The commitment to peer review from the Center is
to make sure that intellectual products that come out of the Center
have been subject to peer review by qualified scientists. The level
and intensity of peer review varies a lot, depending on the nature
of the product itself.

For each issue of our newsletter, we try to make sure that at
least two people within the Center review it before it goes out, and
their names are actually put on the newsletter issue itself, as well
as the authors of the newsletter issue. So I would say that is inter-
nal 1?eer review, and it is the most modest level for the newsletter
itself.

If we have a Center report that is not being published in a jour-
nal, we would typically apply at least internal review by our faculty
colleagues, and in more complex or controversial cases, we would
also get outside external peer review added to that.

Journal peer review practices, where a majority of our work is
published, are variable, but they typically involve anonymous ex-
ternal peer review.

Chairman THOMPSON. How does that work?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, in a journal setting, we would submit a paper
to a journal, and then the editor of the journal would make a selec-
tion of appropriate reviewers, and their names and identities would
not be disclosed to the authors of the papers.

Chairman THOMPSON. So you would have nothing to do with who
is reviewing your work.

Mr. GRaHAM. For a journal peer review, but for the Center peer
review, we in the Center would select those reviewers. So it is a
different style.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right. I understand, since 1990, you
have been on 97 studies at the Harvard Center.

Mr. GrRAHAM. I guess if you counted our publications list since
1990, that sounds in the ballpark.

Chairman THOMPSON. My information is that virtually every
study done with restricted funds, that is, for a particular subject,
had three or more authors. Is that right?

Mr. GRAHAM. That sounds right.

Chairman THOMPSON. All right. My information is 45 of the stud-
ies have three or more authors, 27 had two, 25 of the studies had
one author. Does that sound about right?

Mr. GRAHAM. I would be happy to check it for you, but it sounds
in the ballpark.

Chairman THOMPSON. I am not holding you to the numbers. This
is my information. But I think the point, the obvious point, is that
we are dealing with a situation that is peer reviewed. The serious
articles that go out, most of the ones we are dealing with that we
see in the reports and so forth are peer reviewed by people other
than anyone that you have any control over, that these articles
that you are putting out for the most part, have others of your col-
leagues there at Harvard joining in, and it is all done pursuant to
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a process in terms of conflicts of interest and disclosure and so
forth is established by Harvard. This seems to be more extensive
than other similar situations. Thank you very much.

Mr. GRAHAM. Just a brief clarification, Senator. The peer review
process that we apply to our own publications is an internal proc-
ess or external, where we pick the peer reviewer, whereas a jour-
nal, the editor would pick the reviewer. So there is a little bit extra
assurance to some extent in a journal peer review process.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Graham, at a Congressional hearing, you were asked how we
should evaluate whether risks we hear about are real or exagger-
ated, and part of your answer—I think it may have been the begin-
ning of your answer—is as follows: “Yes, the first thing I think we
should keep in mind is if you are a risk assessor or a scientist in
one of these Federal regulatory agencies, you don’t usually have an
incentive to find that an alleged hazard does not exist, because if
you highlight the fact that a hazard exists, you may attract the at-
tention of Congress and the media, and thereby garner public sup-
port and resources for your agency.”

Do you stand by that statement?

Mr. GrAHAM. Did I say it as an incentive, do they have an incen-
tive to do that?

Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes, “you don’t usually have an incentive to
find that an alleged hazard does not exist, because if you highlight
the fact that a hazard exists, you may attract the attention of Con-
gress and the media, and thereby garner public support and re-
sources for your agency.”

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that is plausible speculation.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Here is my concern, and it is this. In light
of that statement and that attitude, can we assume that you would
be able to give fair and unbiased review of rules developed by those
same government scientists and analysts whose motivations, I
think it is fair to say, perhaps even their professionalism, you ques-
tion in that comment that you made to the hearing.

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, I think this actually comes from one of the
written questions you submitted to me. And I do think that when
I transition from a college professor to OIRA Administrator, I'm
going to have to be a little bit more respectful of the public spir-
itedness and intentions of agency risk assessors. So I do hope to be
sensitive to that.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me go on. In one of my written ques-
tions I raised—this goes back to environmental protection—I raised
concerns that you have so consistently been critical of our national
environmental laws, that it leads to a broader concern about how
you would handle environmental protection and people protection
from environmental pollution regulations. And your response said
that I should look at your book, “The Greening of Industry.”

And I did. And it does seem to me that the book ultimately rein-
forces the impression, my original impression, in this sense, that
many environmental laws are based on certain rights, for example,
that every American is entitled to breathe clean air and drink safe
water. But your book seems to be an advocacy piece, supporting
very fundamental revisions in those basic principles of our environ-
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mental laws, and that is because of the heavy emphasis you give
on the assessments and the cost-benefits that we have referred to
earlier. And at one point I think you have indicated, you have said
that these environmental laws should no longer be grounded in
what you referred to as the people’s “rights to environmental pro-
tection.”

So I want to ask whether you would respond to a fear that I have
heard from your critics, because of your writings and your state-
ments, that there would be a danger that you would effectively
eviscerate this principle that I think does underlie our environ-
mental laws, that every American has a right to a clean environ-
ment, certainly insofar as it deals with their own health and safety,
clean air and clean water—and I suppose, in fairness, I should say,
regardless of whether there is a more cost-effective way to do some-
thing else, as we compared risks to people before.

I wonder if you would respond to that fear of your critics.

Mr. GraHAM. I think it is an excellent question. There has been
an intellectual dialogue and debate under way, certainly for 30
years in this country, over whether our environmental laws should
be predominantly “rights-based” in their underlying structure, or
whether they should be predominantly economics based in trying
to achieve efficient solutions to environmental problems. And I
think it’s fair to say that in that intellectual debate, I have been
in the camp of people who would like to see the environmental laws
move in the direction of more sensitivity to economics and effi-
ciency.

Having said that, if I become OIRA Administrator, I'm perfectly
comfortable enforcing the environmental laws of the land as they
are currently written, and a number of them are currently written
much more in the rights orientation than in the economics orienta-
tion. But I think even in those areas where they are written with
a rights orientation, there are pieces of those laws, for example, the
implementation phases of the Clean Air Act, that allow for econom-
ics and efficiency considerations to have some role.

So I will try to be sensitive as OIRA Administrator to the exact
statutory framework we’re talking about when a rule is proposed
to OIRA and that would influence the kind of review we would give
it.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So what you are saying though, as you said
correctly, is that your work has put you in the sort of economics/
efficiency side of the debate with the environmental rights advo-
cates, that—we do have a tendency here to pass laws based on the
environmental rights theories and values—and you are saying that
in reviewing regulations implementing such laws, such environ-
mental-rights based laws, that you do not believe that your past
tendency towards the economic efficiency side of the debate would
inhibit you from approving regulations, carrying out the environ-
mental-rights based laws?

Mr. GRAHAM. Right. In my role as a college professor and in my
role as an advocate, I try to make a case for changing environ-
mental laws in a direction that I feel is appropriate and reasonable.
But in the context of being OIRA Administrator, I have a responsi-
bility to enforce the laws as they are written. And a number of
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them are written that way, in no small measure, because of your
work, Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Well, I suppose I should say thank you.
[Laughter.]

Dr. Graham, let me ask you about a very different aspect of your
work if you go to OIRA, and that is the question we talked about
briefly when you were in my office yesterday, and that is, the
whole area of openness of OIRA, timeliness and accountability.
This actually embraces the earlier reference I made to paralysis by
analysis, whether either for reasons of ideology or just intellectual
curiosity, your leadership there would have the effect of so delaying
the movement of regulations through OIRA, that the rights of peo-
ple who would be protected by those regulations would be com-
promised.

I want to go back to the first decade of OIRA’s existence, when
there was a history about OIRA reviewing regulations in secret,
without disclosure of meetings or contacts. Rules would often lan-
guish, literally for years, as you probably know from your studies,
with no explanation, and then be returned to the agencies with
many required changes, which effectively not only compromised the
rights of the presumed beneficiaries of those laws, but also frus-
trated the will of Congress in adopting the laws.

The last administration put provisions into effect through Execu-
tive Order 12866, which aimed at overcoming those problems. Pub-
lic disclosure requirements, a 90-day period for OMB review, provi-
sions to keep the regulatory agency informed and included, and
provisions to prevent some entity outside of OMB from becoming
a conduit for outside groups to try to influence the regulation off
the record. Those assurances were quite hard won, and I believe it
is essential that they be retained to avoid recurrences of the abuses
that we saw earlier.

So I want to ask you for your commitment to retain those exist-
ing provisions, and to in fact, reflect them in your own administra-
tion of OIRA should you be there, on openness, timeliness and ac-
countability. I just want to very briefly say these provisions include
those for public disclosure, timely review, written explanation for
any regulation returned to the agency, keeping agencies informed
and involved in any OIRA context with outside parties, and the
provision directing that only the OIRA Administrator may receive
oral communications from those outside government regarding reg-
ulatory reviews. Can you give us such an assurance that you would
continue such policies?

Mr. GrRaHAM. That is another big, complicated question. And I
guess the easiest thing to start with is to say that I think OMB
Director Daniels and myself are both committed to the principle of
openness and transparency in regulatory review. I don’t think that
we have reached a determination that any of the specific trans-
parency requirements that are in the current Executive Order are
necessarily inappropriate.

I happen to be aware of one particular GAO report that looks
into one of the transparency requirements that you mentioned,
where there was a dispute between OIRA and GAO about whether
that particular transparency requirement was workable, but I don’t
feel that I know the details of that well enough to have a strong
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opinion about that. But in general, I don’t see any desire on the
part of the administration to be going backward in the area of
transparency and openness.

Senator LIEBERMAN. OK. My time is up. I do want to ask you to
consider that Executive Order 12866, and just for myself, I would
like very much to hear if you have any specific concerns about it
prior to the time that we vote on the nomination, because I do
think apart from the concerns that have been expressed about sub-
stance, the process here that goes on is critically important, and
that is not a matter, obviously, of ideology or politics. So to the ex-
tent that you are able, I would personally be benefited by hearing
whether you have any concerns, or in fact, whether after your re-
view of that Executive Order, you are comfortable with it.1

Mr. GRaHAM. OK. I'll look into that.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Voinovich.

Senator VOINOVICH. It is my understanding that in terms of dis-
closure, that because of your personal involvement, you have gone
beyond the policy of Harvard University in regard to disclosure of
people who contribute to your Center. Is that correct?

Mr. GrRaHAM. We've gone beyond what are standard disclosure
policies at a lot of institutions, at a lot of units both within Har-
vard and outside of Harvard.

Senator VOINOVICH. Senator Lieberman made reference to Exec-
utive Order 12866, and I referenced that earlier, but I did not have
the statistics, and I now have them. There was a GAO review of
what OIRA did in terms of some 110 rules that were economically
significant under the Clinton Administration, under E.O. 12866,
and they found that 78 out of 110 times, there was no cost benefit
analysis produced by the administration. Because of that, I think
there was some feeling in the community, the country, that per-
haps the reason why they were not done was because if they were,
the regulation coming from the agency might have not met the test.

And I think that one of the problems we have today is that there
is a lot of suspicion about the transparency in the decision making.
I support Senator Lieberman in terms of a transparency and open-
ness so people know why you are doing the things that you are
doing. But hopefully, you will get the job. If you do, there is going
to be a lot of people out there saying, “Well, he is on the other side.
He is for the polluters or the business or the industrial people.” 1
think there was a strong feeling today in the country that the Clin-
ton Administration was in the pocket of the extreme environmental
groups, and they had sway over that administration.

I would like to know how you are going to assure all of us that
we are not going to see, 3 years from now, a GAO study of your
agency, that says out of so many economically significant issues,
you have not done the job on many of them. How are you going to
take care of that problem?

And I just want to mention one other thing that is so important.
I have to believe that many lawsuits are filed in this country by
one group or another because they think the people that are doing

1Responsive letter to Sen. Lieberman from Dr. Graham, dated May 21, 2001, regarding Exec-
utive Order 12866 appears in the Appendix on page 353.
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the job are biased or in somebody’s pocket or being influenced by
them. The sooner that we can get away from that, I believe that
we are going to move forward in terms of the environment, with
a cleaner environment. I believe that instead of people settling
their situations in lawsuits, that if they have trust in agencies, we
can move forward and make some real progress.

Mr. GrRAHAM. Well, let me just start by saying that if GAO re-
ports like that are written under my tenure as OMB OIRA Admin-
istrator, I don’t think Mr. Daniels is going to be very happy. So I'm
definitely going to be looking very carefully at how we achieve the
types of review that we need of each of those major regulations.
That may involve a need to look into whether the organization
itself is adequately staffed and has the adequate resources to pro-
vide the types of reviews, and I haven’t had a chance to look at
that in detail yet. But certainly that has to be looked into if we're
serious about providing that level of review to that many regula-
tions.

Senator VOINOVICH. How about the issue that Senator Lieber-
man made in terms of transparency? What are you going to do
about that, so that people know that the fix is not on?

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, regarding the GAO report, I haven’t made a
firm conclusion yet, because I don’t really feel I fully understand
the dimensions of the issue, but I am concerned that you have a
previous OIRA Administrator who tried to enforce the Executive
Order saying that a transparency requirement in that Executive
Order is not workable and feasible. I think that is something that
needs to be looked at carefully.

And as I recall the basic requirement is showing how the rule
was changed due to OIRA’s activities, and the Administrator was
arguing that it’s often difficult to tell, after a dialogue with an
agency, whether a change was due to OIRA’s suggestion or the
agency’s suggestion and so forth.

Senator VOINOVICH. Well, again, I want to emphasize how impor-
tant that is. I would hope that after your being there a couple of
years, people would say that the guy really knows what he is
doing, he is objective in what he is doing. You can argue maybe
about what the result is, but it is being done objectively, and we
understand that it is because information that you used or the rea-
sons for your decision making have been made public, therefore
will command the respect of objective reviewers including members
of the U.S. Senate and the House of Representatives.

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, Senator.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you, Senator Voinovich. Senator
Durbin.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

There have been a lot of questions asked of you, Dr. Graham,
concerning conflicts of interest at the Harvard Center, and I would
like to ask you, have you ever been asked by Harvard University
to return any of the corporate funds that were given to the Center?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir.

Senator DURBIN. How many occasions?

Mr. GRAHAM. One that I recall.

Senator DURBIN. Can you tell me what that occasion was?
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Mr. GRAHAM. That was an occasion where our Center solicited an
unrestricted contribution from Philip Morris, and the Dean of the
Harvard School of Public Health instructed me to return it.

Senator DURBIN. Was your Center involved in any kind of studies
relative to tobacco at that time?

Mr. GRAHAM. Not that I recall, sir.

Senator DURBIN. Has your Center been, at any point in time, en-
gaged in a study relative to the safety of tobacco?

Mr. GrRAHAM. I think we have had a variety of pieces of work,
either on tobacco explicitly or possibly comparing tobacco to other
types of risks.

Senator DURBIN. Did you at any point review any Surgeon Gen-
eral reports on the warnings and safety of tobacco?

Mr. GRAHAM. I believe a colleague of mine, Evridiki Hatziandreu,
M.D. and I jointly were involved in a project where we did review
some Surgeon General’s reports, yes.

Senator DURBIN. Why did Harvard University ask you to return
the $25,000 from Philip Morris?

Mr. GRAHAM. My recollection is that the Dean of the Harvard
School of Public Health felt that it was inappropriate for a school
of public health to accept a gift, an unrestricted gift from a tobacco
company.

Senator DURBIN. Why?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that Dean Fineberg’s, basic view—and this
was a good while ago—was that tobacco is such a serious public
health problem, that it’s not appropriate for a school of public
health to be accepting money from that type of organization.

Senator DURBIN. Do you agree with that?

Mr. GRAHAM. I argued against it at the time, and even today, I
still have some reservations with that judgment.

Senator DURBIN. You made the original solicitation to Philip
Morris, did you not?

Mr. GraHAM. Correct.

Senator DURBIN. For the $25,000, which they sent you on Janu-
ary 22, 1992.1 The records indicate on January 31, after the deans
cont?acted you, you returned the Philip Morris check. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir.

Senator DURBIN. What was interesting about this—and I would
like to make this letter part of the record 2—was, you wrote them
a very short letter and said, “I'm sending back the $25,000. Have
Kraft Foods send it back to me.”

Shel‘;ator DURBIN. Kraft Foods is a subsidiary of Philip Morris,
right?

Mr. GRaHAM. Kraft Foods is definitely a subsidiary.

Senator DURBIN. Did you see any ethical problem there, where
you were told by the dean to get out of the pocket of Philip Morris,
we do not want to be associated with it, and then you came back
and said, “But have one of your subsidiaries send the $25,000 right
back to me?”

1The letter dated January 22, 1992, from Philip Morris to Harvard Center appears in the Ap-
pendix on page 354.

1The letter dated January 31, 1992, from Harvard Center to Philip Morris appears in the Ap-
pendix on page 356.
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Mr. GRAHAM. My recollection is that the dean and I discussed the
issue of whether the subsidiaries of Philip Morris were inappro-
priate for unrestricted contributions. And the determination was
that a contribution from—I think Kraft Foods in particular we dis-
cussed—would be acceptable according to the guidelines that he
was developing.

Senator DURBIN. October 25, 1993,1 you sent a thank you letter
to Philip Morris for their donation to the research center of a desk-
top computer. Is that correct?

Mr. GRAHAM. I believe it was to Mayada Logue for a personal do-
nation, yes.

Senator DURBIN. And so you were told by the university not to
be affiliated or take money from the tobacco company. You said, “I
will take it from a subsidiary.” And the university, according to
your testimony, has gone along with it. And then within a year,
you are receiving a personal computer from the Philip Morris Com-
pany. Is that correct?

Mr. GraHAM. I don’t think that’s correct. I think the donation of
the personal computer was a personal donation, and not a donation
of Philip Morris. And I don’t recall my dean putting any restric-
tions on my ability as a professor to affiliate with people from Phil-
ip Morris.

Senator DURBIN. They gave a computer to you personally instead
of money to the Center?

Mr. GraHAM. No. The donation was a personal donation of
Mayada Logue to the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis.

Senator DURBIN. What is Philip Morris’s connection then?

Mr. GRAHAM. I don’t know that there was. She was employed at
the time by Philip Morris, and the thank you note, went back to
her at her Philip Morris address, but the actual donation was a
personal donation of Mayada Logue.

Senator DURBIN. I would like to go back to a point that was
raised earlier about the fact that you do not have any qualifications
or degrees in hard sciences, and I would like to make two points
about that. First, I do not believe that is a prerequisite for this job,
and I think predecessors certainly have not had that background.
But you have held yourself out on a number of issues related to
public health and science, and that is why you are being asked
many of these questions today.

In terms of the letters in opposition to your nomination, they
may include letters from psychologists and people in language
sciences. They also include letters from 21 medical doctors, includ-
ing one Nobel prizewinner, and a variety of Ph.D.s in public health
and cell biology.

Now, the reason that is important is the next issue I would like
to go to which relates to pesticides in food. Can I ask my staff to
bring up some of the things that have been said about that par-
ticular issue.

I think it is fair to say that you have been dismissive of many
of the public concerns about pesticides, and many of your funders,
of course, are on your side on that. Your quote on the left says,

1The letter dated October 25, 1993, appears in the Appendix on page 266.
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“The evidence on pesticide residues on food as a health problem is
virtually nonexistent. It’s speculation.”

Here is what others have said. “Changes are needed to protect
children from pesticides in diet.” National Academy of Sciences.

Then we have Consumer’s Union, which is not viewed as an ad-
vocate on either side really. “There is a 77 percent chance that a
serving of winter squash delivers too much of a banned pesticide
to be safe for a young child.”

And then from the EPA. “EPA’s risk assessment showed that
methyl parathion could not meet the FQPA Safety Standard. The
acute dietary risk to children age 1 to 6 exceeded the reference
dose for the amount that could be consumed safely over a 70-year
lifetime by 880 percent.”

I am trying to reconcile, Dr. Graham, your conclusion that pes-
ticide residue on food is virtually nonexistent as a health problem
and is speculation, with the sources on the right, which come to the
exact opposite conclusion. The obvious reason is that if you are ap-
pointed to this position, you will have food safety questions coming
before you that may relate to pesticide residues. You have sug-
gested to us that you are going to change your position when it
comes to your views of people working in government developing
these regulations, and when it comes to being rights-oriented rath-
er than money-oriented when it comes to regulation. Are you going
to change your views on the danger of pesticides on food, particu-
larly for children?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, Senator.

Senator DURBIN. You do not believe there is a danger; it is pure
speculation.

Mr. GRAHAM. I think there is actually a pretty heated debate
within the scientific community on whether the pesticide residues
on foods at their current levels represent a health risk.

Senator DURBIN. Let us go to methyl parathion. How much do
you know about it?

Mr. GRAHAM. Not much, sir.

Senator DURBIN. Well, that is unfortunate, because that really
makes the case. The decision was made because methyl parathion
was being used as a pesticide on foods that kids were consuming.
It was a danger to these children. And the Federal Government de-
cided to change the uses of that pesticide, and ban it from certain
foods where it might accumulate in children, causing health prob-
ems.

But from your point of view, they should not have done that, that
was pure speculation; the health problem there was virtually non-
existent; is that correct?

Mr. GRaHAM. I haven’t studied that particular example, sir.

Senator DURBIN. But you see, Dr. Graham, that is what troubles
us. Arsenic in drinking water is a new issue for you. Methyl
parathion is a new issue for you. You're not trained as a biologist
or toxicologist. Yet, you make broad statements about the lack of
health effects of pesticides, or dioxin being an anti-cancer chemical.
I mean to think that we are going to entrust you with a position
where you will be the gatekeeper on food safety, on pesticide levels
on fruit and vegetables, when this government really tries to pro-
tect children, vulnerable children from what is a serious health
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risk. That is why your lack of training in sciences related to this
field, the fact that you have made some rather, I think, outrageous
statements about science during the course of your professional ca-
reer, and now seek to be the last word at OMB as to health and
safety regulations, I hope you can understand that gives many of
us some pause when we consider your candidacy.

Mr. GRAHAM. Senator, if EPA, for example, submits a proposal
to OIRA that presents a strong case that children are going to be
at risk if we don’t lower exposures from pesticide residues, I think
that is something I would certainly look at very carefully and very
seriously in the context of the underlying statute and the terms of
the executive order.

Senator DURBIN. But which John Graham are we dealing with
here, the John Graham that says pesticide residues on food as a
health problem is virtually nonexistent, or the John Graham that
says he is going to be measured and objective and consider these
things?

I think we have a lot of confirmation conversions here on Capitol
Hill. And when we look at your background and the people who
have supported you, and some of the statements you have made
about dioxin actually eliminating cancer, and pesticide residue
health threats to be virtually nonexistent, I hope you can see where
many of us feel that putting you in this position is really a risk.

Mr. GRaHAM. [No response.]

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Senator Bennett.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Graham, you may take a place in history, alongside with
Robert Bork. I have not seen such a concentrated effort to destroy
the reputation of a man, who is considered by his peers to be of
the highest integrity, highest objectiveness, willingness to take a
risk and state positions outside the norm on the basis of your own
research. I have not seen such an assassination since the time of
Robert Bork.

Let me go to another letter. I began by quoting a letter from a
fellow who had analyzed all of the statements in Joan Claybrook’s
statement. I will conclude by a fellow who has something also to
comment on this effort. This is a letter addressed to the Chairman
from Michael Finkelstein.

He identifies himself, “I am an independent consultant working
on automotive safety, and have know Dr. Graham for more than
15 years. I first met him in the mid 1980’s when he was doing re-
search on air bags. Since then I have followed his work at the Har-
vard Center for Injury Control, and most recently at the Harvard
Center for Risk Analysis. His academic credentials are outstanding,
and there is little I could say that would add to his scientific ac-
complishments.”

So far that is a garden variety endorsement of you, of which
there are, as the Chairman has pointed out, literally hundreds. It
is the next paragraph that caught my eye.

“Rather, the reason for this letter is to discuss Dr. Graham’s in-
tegrity, both as a scientist and as a public health professional. The
reason I feel compelled to write is that I discovered that a 1997 let-
ter that I wrote was used by Public Citizen in their recent report
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criticizing Dr. Graham’s nomination as head of OIRA. Frankly, I
was very surprised to see Public Citizen use my letter to criticize
Dr. Graham. In fact, when a representative of Public Citizen con-
tacted me to learn my views of Dr. Graham, I told them that I was
strongly in favor of his possible appointment to any number of posi-
tions in the new administration.”

So here is a man who is being quoted as an opponent of yours,
who feels it absolutely essential to set the record straight by point-
ing out that he is a supporter. The interesting thing as to your cre-
dentials, in the conversations we have had here, comes in his ex-
planation of his experience with you. He describes a presentation
which you made, with which he had very strong disagreement. In
other words, somewhat in the attitude of the Committee in some
of the statements that have been made.

He says, “I felt that his analysis was flawed”—“his analysis”
being your analysis—“and given the publicity surrounding Dr. Gra-
ham’s preliminary conclusions, I wrote him a very strong letter,
raising a number of technical problems that I had with his re-
search, and in fact, during the peer review that his research re-
ceived prior to his publication, apparently a number of reviewers
raised many of the same questions. As a result, when the paper
was published in the Journal of the American Medical Association,
it had been substantially revised. Had Dr. Graham not presented
his preliminary findings at the NTSB meeting, there would have
been much less feedback from the safety community and the qual-
ity of the final published paper may have been diminished. Given
the importance of the subject, Dr. Graham’s presentation of his
preliminary findings at the NTSB was reasonable. And while I dis-
agreed with his conclusions, I certainly never questioned his mo-
tives for presenting that data. Further, when his research was sub-
jected to the peer review process, he made a number of substantive
changes which did in fact change his conclusions, and it is the
paper published in JAMA that is used today to characterize air bag
cost effectiveness.”

In other words, what we have here from a man who was one of
your critics, is a real-life example of your willingness to listen to
other points of view, your willingness to accept peer review, and
your willingness to change your conclusions when confronted with
peer review that suggests that such a change is necessary. What
we have here is a real-life example of a man who is open to criti-
cism, open to review, and willing to make changes if he feels sci-
entifically that those changes are required. In my view, that is the
kind of a man we want as the head of OIRA.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. I think that is ex-
tremely important, Senator, because I think that what we are deal-
ing with here in this job is very much process oriented. Your job
is going to be to insure that the agency does a careful analysis of
what it is dealing with. You are not being put in there to create
new scientific findings, are you?

Mr. GRAHAM. No, sir.

Chairman THOMPSON. And you are an expert in regulatory anal-
ysis, that it is not uncommon for us to confirm people who have
views. Anyone who has accomplished anything in life and lived a
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few years, has views. And we confirmed an Attorney General, time
before last, who was opposed to the death penalty. And I think
every member of the Judiciary Committee and every member of the
U.S. Senate, who supports the death penalty, voted for her con-
firmation, because she stated that she would apply the law that
was on the books.

And I think a letter like this is testament to the fact that you
are a person who is intellectually honest, and that you will apply
the law and the regulations as you find them, but not be afraid to
have an intellectual discussion about issues that are of importance
to the public.

On the tobacco issue, my record reflects that you cited smoking
as the No. 1 killer in America in over 100 species. Does that sound
right to you?

Mr. GRaHAM. That’s right, sir.

Chairman THOMPSON. Your Center finds smoking prevention pro-
grams to be cost effective; is that correct?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir.

Chairman THOMPSON. In one book, for example, you rec-
ommended that, “Physicians should be encouraged and trained to
counsel all patients to stop smoking, an intervention with varied
favorable cost effectiveness for all types of smokers.” Your writings
and Congressional testimony point to indoor air pollution generally,
and secondhand smoke specifically as a significant health hazard,
is that correct?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir.

Chairman THOMPSON. And that study was at least in part fi-
nanced by tobacco companies, was it not?

Mr. GrRaHAM. Well, if we're going to characterize Kraft Foods in
that fashion, I guess that’s true, but that’s probably not fair.

Chairman THOMPSON. Well, I guess this is reflected in your to-
bacco sources, because my file indicates that tobacco-related compa-
nies constitute less than 1 percent of the funding for your Center.
Would that comport with your recollection generally?

Mr. GrRaHAM. Yes. I think Kraft Foods is the only company at
issue.

Chairman THOMPSON. Tobacco related?

Mr. GRAHAM. Right.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I do not have any more questions, Mr.
Chairman. If I have any, I will submit them for the record.

I mean, it is interesting, as I think about the hearing and several
of the questions that I have asked this morning, and others have,
Dr. Graham, you have referred to the transition you are making,
if you are confirmed for this position, from academic to public ad-
ministrator, and that would require—sensitivity was one word you
used—and I do not mean to take it out of context, but a different
kind of orientation than you had up until this time. And I think
the question that remains, for me anyway, is whether you can
make that transition. And that is exactly what I, myself, want to
consider as I consider your testimony and the answers that you
have given in the context of your background.

I must say again what I said at the outset, that if the Bush Ad-
ministration had not taken actions early on, which raise questions
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about this administration’s attitude toward a whole range of pro-
tective regulations, then there would be much less anxiety and
unease about your past statements and work in this area. If one
can imagine such a prospect, if you had been nominated by Presi-
dent Clinton, for instance, I think there would be less anxiety, less
concern, because of what seemed to be the clear orientation of that
administration toward these protective regulations.

Anyway, I thank you for your testimony, and I promise you that
I will give the fullest consideration to what you have said today
and the answers you have submitted for the record previous to the
hearing, and I would welcome any additional input you would care
to give to me or other Members of the Committee, either in writing
or in person, before the Committee votes. Thank you.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Senator Durbin.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Graham, you have used cost analysis on regulations and
rules in your professional career, and it involves something called
“discounting lives.” Is that something, a statistical model that you
have used to evaluate the cost of rules and regulations?

Mr. GrRAHAM. Yes. Discounting is commonly used in cost effec-
tiveness and cost benefit analysis, for both health benefits and eco-
nomic benefits.

Senator DURBIN. Could you, in laymen’s terms, explain what
“discounting lives” means?

Mr. GRAHAM. Discounting lives involves applying a preference to
saving lives now as opposed to saving lives in the future.

Senator DURBIN. And so that might lead you to conclude, as you
have, that fire extinguishers in airplanes, or air bags or seat belts,
because they would prevent accidents on a more immediate basis,
would be of more value to society than some other rules and regu-
lations that do not cost benefit out as well?

Mr. GRAHAM. I am not sure about the specific examples, but I
think your general point is right, which is that the discounting fac-
tor will end up favoring regulations that have immediate benefit.

Senator DURBIN. And here—I guess this is where I get down to
the problem, and Dr. Heinzerling, over at Georgetown Law School,
has written about this as well. I do not subscribe to that point of
view, and I voted against it when it has been proposed in this Com-
mittee. And the difficulty I have is this. Many of the things we are
talking about—dioxin, arsenic, pesticide residue and the like—may
not have an immediate impact on public health and mortality sta-
tistics, but it certainly will in the long term if you accept the
premise that exposure to some of these chemicals does ultimately
result in cancer. And so if it saves lives 10, 20 or 30 years from
now, the statistical approach of discounting lives would place less
value on it; it is not as important as dealing with today’s problems
and today’s mortality tables. And I think that is why many of us,
who think that there is an important responsibility to this govern-
ment when it comes to environmental protection and public health,
worry about putting someone in with such a strong bent toward
discounting lives and the impact it will have on public health and
safety.

Would you comment on that?
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Mr. GRAHAM. Senator, I don’t think that my convictions behind
discounting future lives are any greater or less than is typical
among decision scientists and economists who practice these ana-
Iytic tools. I do think you’re raising a very good point, that you may
want to, on certain occasions, allow consideration of factors that
are outside of the economic discounting framework to influence the
regulatory choice, and I think that’s a fair comment.

Senator DURBIN. Well, your critics have said, of course, that dis-
counting lives really does work against environmental and long-
term public health goals, because the savings are not immediate.
We make a lot of decisions today that may have some benefit to
our children or to their children, and I think we consider that a
valuable part of our legacy. But if we are just measuring it by to-
day’s benefit, how much we can benefit immediately, I think the
discounting lives approach diminishes that value.

I am going to close by just asking you for a general comment on
a statement that you made in a book that you wrote, entitled
“Making Sense of Risk, an Agenda for Congress”, 1996. And you
said in that book, “The public’s general reaction to health, safety
and environmental dangers may best be described as a syndrome
of paranoia and neglect.” What did you mean by that, Dr. Graham?

Mr. GRAHAM. We overreact to some risks, and we neglect others.

Senator DURBIN. And do you feel that you have taken a balanced
approach on questions like dioxin and pesticides on foods?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, sir.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

Does anyone else have anything further? If not, I am going to
thank you, Dr. Graham, for being here with us today, and for vol-
unteering for this important public service. We will act expedi-
tiously on your nomination. Thank you very much.

We are adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:34 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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STATEMENT OF ANGELA STYLES,
NOMINATED TO BE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OFFICE OF FEDERAL
PROCUREMENT POLICY
BEFORE THE
UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

MAY 17,2001

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. It is an honor to be here. Towe a
special thanks to Congressman Joe Barton for his thoughtful introduction and a debt of gratitude
for his i support my ional life. In 1987, Joe gave me my first job in
‘Washington and taught me some of the most important lessons in my career. In spite of being a
second term member of the House minority, Joe never lost sight of his goals and his
commitrent to public service. Most importantly, he taught me the power of perseverance and
hard work. I am honored and grateful for his presence and support today.

Second, but I must confess, most importantly, I want to thank my husband, Scott, for his
steadfast support throughout my career. Today is a particularly special occasion, because it is
also our wedding anniversary. I cannot imagine a better husband and father, or one person that
could possibly have been more tolerant and understanding of my legal career and now my
commitment to public service.

Mr. Chairman, 1 also want to express my gratitude to the Compmittee for the expeditious
consideration of my nomination. Ikeep opining, and probably accurately, that I am the only
nominee that is 9 months pregnant. Your staff has shown me an extraordinary courtesy by
moving through the process quickly. I appreciate their time and preparation, as well as the
opportunity to fusther develop the working and personal relationships that I have had with
several members of your staff over the past few years.

Tam deeply honored and privileged by the President’s nomination to be the Administrator of the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy. Few people are afforded the tremendous opportunity to
serve in an appointed capacity, and even fewer in policy positions with cognizance over issues
about which they are profoundly dedicated. Tam looking forward with great anticipation to

providing I ship and fostering an of | and in
acquisition policy.
Qver the past decade, the federal isition system has und: igni and continual

reform. This reform movement achieved many laudable goals, Most important of which,
government customers now receive the goods they need in a fraction of the time it took a decade
ago. However, as with any reform movement, confusion has often dominated the process. I
have been and continue to be concerned that the “efficient procurement model” coupled with
significant implementation confusion has compromised concepts fundamental to our system of
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government and our system of procurement.

‘We must never forget that we are procuring $200 billion a year in goods and services for the
Federal government with taxpayer dollars. Because we are spending the public’s money, there
are some goals that cannot be compromised in the name of efficiency. Since the beginning of
this reform movement, over a decade ago, I have not seen a single serious examination of the
effects of reform on competition, faimess, integrity, or transparency. As a result, I think we are
seeing some serious competitive problems surface with the proliferation of government-wide
contracting vehicles and acquisition of services. The real challenge for OFPP and this
Administration will be to balance the obvious benefits of increased efficiencies with the
maintenance of fundamental concepts of competition, due process, integrity and transparency.
Indeed, OMB has already started working towards these goals with management initiatives
relating to competitive sourcing and performance-based service contracts.

The next four years will be important years for our procurement system. I look forward to the
prospect of working with you and other Members of Congress on these difficult acquisition
issues.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee for the opportunity to appear before
you and for the time you have given me. Iam happy to answer any questions you might have.
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BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION REQUESTED OF NOMINEES

A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

- Name: (Include any former names used.)
Angela Barbee Styles (05/97 — present)
Angela Jean Barbee (05/67 - 05/97)
Position to which nominated:
Administrator, Office of Federal Procurement Policy
Date of nomination:
April 23, 2001
Address: (List current place of residence and office address.)

Home:

Office: Office of Management and Budget
Washington, D.C. 20503

Date and place of birth:

May 5, 1967 — Dallas, Texas

Marital status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married to Scott Buske Styles

Names and ages of children:

Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended, degree
received and date degree granted.

University of Texas School of Law
Attended: 08/91 - 05/94
Degree Received: J.D. with honors 05/94
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University of Virginia
Attended: 08/88 - 01/90
Degree Received:  B.A. in History with distinction 01/90

University of Colorado
Attended: - 08/85 —05/87
No degree recetved

Highland Park High School — Dallas, Texas
Attended: 08/81-05/85
Received high school diploma 05/85

Employment Record: List all jobs held since college, including the title or description of
job, name of employer, location of work, and dates of employment. (Please use separate
attachment if necéssary.) -

Counselor to the Director of OMB
Washington, D.C.
04/01 — present

Special Assistant to the Associate Administrator for Governmentwide Policy
General Services Administration

Washington, D.C.

03/01 - 04/01

Special Assistant to the Commissioner of the Public Buildings Service
General Services Administration

Washington, D.C.

01/01 - 03/01

Counsel

Miller & Chevalier, Chartered
Washington, D.C.

05/96 — 01/01

Associate :
Baker & Botts, L.L.P.
Washington, D.C.
10/94 - 05/96

Law Clerk

Texas Attorney General’s Office
Austin, Texas

03/94 - 06/94
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Research Assistant

University of Texas School of Law — Professor Ermest Smith
Austin, Texas

03/94 - 06/94

Summer Associate

Figari & Davenport, L.L.P.
Dallas, Texas

07/93 - 08/93

Summer Associate
Baker & Botts, L.L.P.
Washington, D.C.
05/93 - 07/93

Summer Associate
Jenkins & Gilchrist
Dallas, Texas
05/92 - 07/92

Summer Associate

Figari & Davenport, L.L.P.
Dallas, Texas

07/92 - 08/92

Campaign Consultant
Blakemore & Associates
Houston, Texas

02/91 - 08/91

Programs Manager

State of Texas - Office of State-Federal Relations
Washington, D.C.

04/90 — 02/91

Legislative Assistant

Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld
Washington, D.C.

02/90 - 04/90

Legislative Correspondent
Congressman Joe Barton
Washington, D.C.

05/87 - 08/88
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Government experience: List any advisor, consultative, honorary or other part-time
service or positions with federal, State, or local governments, other than those listed
above.

None

Business relationships: List all positions held as an officer, director, trustee, partner,
proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of any corporation, company firm, '
partnership, or other business enterprise, educational or other institution.

None.

Memberships: List all memberships and offices held in professional, business, fraternal,
scholarly, civic, public, charitable and other organizations.

Member, State Bar of Texas

Member, District of Columbia Bar

Member, American Bar Association

Admitted to practice before the United States Court of Federal Claims

Admitted to practice before the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit
Member, National Republican Lawyers Association

Member, Viewpac

Member, Texas State Society

Member, Emmanuel Episcopal Church

Political affiliations and activities:

() List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office for
which you have been a candidate.

None.

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to all political
parties or election committees during the last 10 years.

None.

{c) Itemize all political contributions to any individual, campaign organization,
political party, political action committee, or similar entity of $50 or more for the
past five years.

George W. Bush for President - $1000
Jim Greenwood for Congress - $1000
Viewpac - §250
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Honors and awards: List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary degrees, honorary
society memberships, military medals and any other special recognitions for outstanding
service or achievements.

Order of the Coif
Various academic scholarships at University of Virginia .
Various academic scholarships at University of Texas School of Law

Published writings: List the titles, publishers, and dates of books articles, reports, or
other published materials which you have written.

“Conforming Environmental Cost Allowability Determinations to CERCLA’s No-Fault
Approach,” 98-7 Government Contract Cost, Pricing & Accounting Report 3 (Fed.
Pubs., July 1998)

Quarterly Reports of Legislative Coordinating Committee, American Bar Association,
Section of Public Contract Law (Published quarterly July 1998 — November 2000 in
American Bar Association, Section of Public Contract Law council materials).

“Domestic Violence: Are All Men Potential Murderers?” 21 American Journal of
Criminal Law 229 (Fall 1993)(reviewing book titled “Women Murdered by the Men
They Loved” by Constance Bean).

Speeches: provide the Committee with four copies of any formal speeches you have
delivered during the last 5 years which you have copies of and are on topics relevant to
the position for which you have been nominated.

I have given numerous speeches, lectures, and informal talks on procurement policy, cost
accounting issues, and legislative issues, but they were delivered from notes. I do not
have any prepared texts.

Selection:
(a) Do you know why you were chosen for this nomination by the President?

I was chosen based on my extensive legal and legislative experience in the fields of
procurement and cost accounting.

) What do you believe in your background or employment experience affirmatively
qualifies you for this particular appointment?

Over a number of years, I have represented clients in numerous aspects of procurement
law and litigation, including regulatory compliance, procurement fraud, bid protest, claim
preparation, cost and pricing issues, defective pricing, accounting issues, contract
disputes and claims, contract negotiation, litigation of complex corporate-wide
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accounting and contract issues, and negotiation of broad corporate-wide advance
agreements with the Defense Contract Management Command. Of particular importance
because the Administrator of OFPP serves as chair of the Cost Accounting Standards
Board, a significant portion of my legal practice focused on Cost Accounting Standards
compliance, cost allowability, and cost allocation.

B. FUTURE EMPLOYEMENT RELATIONSHIPS

Will you sever all connections with your present employers, business firms, business
associations or business organizations if you are confirmed by the Senate?

T'have severed all connections with previous employers, business firms, business
associations and business organizations.

Do you have any plans, commitments or agreements to pursue outside employment, with
or without compensation, during your services with the government? If so, explain.

No.

Do you have any plans, commitments, or agreements after completing government
service to resume employment, affiliation or practice with your previous employer,
business firm, association or organization?

No.

Has anybody made a commitment to employ your services in any capacity after you leave
government service?

No.

If confirmed, do you expect to serve out your full term or until the next Presidential
election, whichever is applicable?

Yes.

C. POTENTIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

Describe all financial arrangements, deferred compensation agreements, and other
continuing dealings with business associates, clients or customers.

I have retained a Baker & Botts 401k Retirement Plan, but no further contributions will
be made by Baker & Botts or myself

I have retained a Miller & Chevalier Chartered 401k Retirement Plan, but no further
contributions will be made by Miller & Chevalier or myself.
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Indicate any investments, obligations, liabilities, or other relationships which could
mvolve potential conflicts of interest in the position to which you have been nominated

My husband has holdings in Air Products and Chemicals Inc., which he will divest within
90 days if I am confirmed.

Describe any business relationship, dealing or financial transaction which you have had
during the last 10 years, whether for yourself, on behalf of a client; or acting as an agent,
that could result in a possible conflict of interest in the position to which you have been
nominated. :

For the past seven years, as an attorney in private practice, I have represented a number
of clients in procurement related matters. Any representation that could result in a
contflict is addressed in the attached letter to Darrell Johnson dated April 20, 2001.

Describe ariy activity during the past 10 years in which you have engaged for the purpose
of directly or indirectly influencing the passage, defeat or modification of any legislation
or affecting the administration and execution of law or public policy.

a. General Chemical Group, Inc. — representation with respect to de-icing provisions
of ISTEA legislation.

b. SABIC — representation with respect to miscellaneous MTBE matters.

c. E&J Gallo —~ representation with respect to product liability issues relating to

alcohol and wine labeling matters.
d. ‘Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. — representation with respect to Internet tax matters.

Explain how you will resolve any potential conflict of interest, including any that may be
disclosed by your responses to the above items. (Please provide copies of any trust or
other agreements.)

Please see attached letter to Darrell Johnson dated April 20, 2001.
Do you agree to have written opinions provided to the Committee by the designated
agency ethics officer of the agency to which you are nominated and by the Office of

Government Ethics concerning potential conflicts of interest or any legal impediments to
your serving in this position?

Yes.
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D. LEGAL MATTERS

1. Have you ever been disciplined or cited for 2 breach of ethics for unprofessional conduct
by, or been the subject of a complaint to any court, administrative agency, professional
association, disciplinary committee, or other professional group? If so, provide details.

No.

2. Have you ever been investigated, arrested, charged or held by any federal, State, or other
law enforcement authority for any violation of any federal, State, county or municipal
law, regulations or ordinance, other than a minor traffic offense?

No.

3. Have you or any business of which you are or were an officer ever been involved as a
party in interest in any administrative agency proceeding or civil litigation? If so,
provide details. R

No.

4. Have you ever been convicted (including pleas of guilty or nolo contendere) of any
criminal violation other than a minor traffic offense?

No.

S. Please advise the Committee of any additional information, favorable or unfavorable,
which you feel should be considered in connection with your nomination.

None.

E. FINANCIAL DATA

Financial Data maintained on file in Committee offices.

AFFIDAVIT
Angela Styles being duly swom, hereby states that she has read and signéd the foregoing

Statement on Biographical and Financial Information and that the infofmation provided therein
is, to the best of her knowledge, curent, accurate, and complete.

"\_71%44& & _554/&;—
. U
Subscribed and sworm before me thisZZ#day ofdue., 2001
NOTARY PUBLIC
DISTRICT oF COLUMBIA

ATY COMMISSION EXPIRES JANUARY 31, 2004
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Pre-hearing Questions for Angela Styles
to be Administrator for the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy
of the Office of Management and Budget

1. Nomination Process and Potential Conflicts

1. Why do you believe the President nominated you to serve as Administrator for the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP)?

1 was chosen based on my extensive legal and legislative experience in the fields
of procurement and cost accounting. Over a number of years, I have represented clients
in numerous aspects of procurement law and litigation, including regulatory compliance,
procurement fraud, bid protests, claim preparation, cost and pricing issues, defective
pricing, accounting issues, contract disputes and claims, contract negotiation, litigation of
complex corporate-wide accounting and contract issues, and negotiation of broad
corporate-wide advance agreements with the Defense Contract Management Command.
Of particular importance because the Administrator of OFPP serves as chair of the Cost
Accounting Standards Board, a significant portion of my legal practice focused on Cost
Accounting Standards compliance, cost allowability, and cost allocation.

2. Were any conditions, express or implied, attached to your nomination to be
Administrator?
No.

3. Have you made any commitments with respect to the policies and programs

which you will attempt to implement as Administrator? If so, what are they?
No.

4. Are there any issues involving OFPP from which you may have to disqualify
yourself? If so, what system will you establish to carry these out?

Any potential conflicts of interest will be handled through the recusal process, in
which I would remove myself from the action, and refer all activity to the next
responsible official within the Office of Federal Procurement Policy or the Office of
Management and Budget. I have notified the Designated Agency Ethics Official within
OMB of certain former clients whose legal matters I handled while in private practice. In
accordance with 5 CFR § 2635.502, for one year following the termination of my
employment at the law firm of Miller & Chevalier, Chtd., I will not participate in any
particular matter involving specific parties in which, to my knowledge, my former
employer, Miller & Chevalier, Chtd., or my former clients, is a party or represents a
party, unless I am authorized to participate.
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My spouse is employed by Bergner, Bockomny, Castagnetti, Hawkins and Brain.
Pursuant to 5 CFR § 2635.502, I will not participate in any particular matter involving
specific parties in which Bergner, Bockomny, Castagnetti, Hawkins and Brain is or
Tepresents a party, unless [ am authorized to participate. Furthermore, pursuant to 5 CFR
§ 2635.502, T will not participate in any particular matter involving specific parties in
which any client of my spouse is or represents a party, unless I am authorized to
participate. In addition, my spouse has agreed not to represent any client with respect to
any particular matter before the Office of Federal Procurement Policy during my tenure.

II. Role and Responsibilities of OFPP Administrator

1. What do you consider to be the mission of OFPP?

OFPP’s mission, as defined by statute, is “to provide overall direction of
Government-wide procurement policies, regulations, procedures, and forms for executive
agencies and to promote economy, efficiency, and effectiveness in the procurement of.
property and services by the executive branch of the Federal Government.”

2. ‘What do you consider to be your basic role and responsibilities as Administrator?

If confirmed, my basic role and responsibilities as Administrator would be (1) the
execution of OFPP’s statutory mandates; (2) the fulfillment of the President’s acquisition
priorities; and (3) the provision of leadership to the acquisition community.

3. What challenges do you expect to face as the Administrator of OFPP?

Over the past decade, the federal procurement system has undergone significant
and continual reform. While these reforms brought much needed efficiency, I am
concerned that OFPP has not examined whether the “efficient procurement model” may
have compromised competition, fairness, integrity, and transparency, including the
promotion of small and disadvantaged businesses. The challenge for this Administration
and OFPP will be to balance the obvious benefits of increased efficiencies with the
maintenance of fundamental concepts of competition, due process, and transparency.

4. How will you prepare for the new challenges of advocating on behalf of the
taxpayers?

Serving as OFPP Administrator, if confirmed, will not be my first experience
working in the public sector on behalf of taxpayers. On three separate occasions I have
worked for either state or federal government in positions requiring an advocacy role.
First, in the late 1980°s I worked as a legislative aide for Congressman Joe Barton. In
that position, I represented the interest of the citizens of the 6th congressional district of
Texas. In the early 1990s, I worked in the Texas Office of State-Federal Relations
where I analyzed federal formula and discretionary grants on behalf of the citizens of
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Texas. Finally, in the mid-1990’s, I worked in the Texas Attorney General’s office
researching legal issues for eminent domain proceedings.

As a general proposition and in light of my experience, I do not believe that
special preparation for advocacy on behalf of the taxpayers is necessary. I believe that
two essential qualities are necessary: (1) extensive knowledge of the federal procurement
system; and (2) the moral integrity to make the correct choice.

5. Please describe any legislative experience you have with respect to procurement
(including procurement reform), cost accounting and outsourcing issues.

For the past three years, I served as Chair of the Legislative Coordinating
Committee for the American Bar Association’s Section of Public Contract Law. In that
capacity, I have spent in excess of 250 hours per year, on a pro bono basis, identifying
and analyzing procurement legislation. Published portions of my work product for the
American Bar Association have been supplied to the Comumittes. In addition to my
published material, I chaired monthly committee meetings where I updated committee
memibers on current legislation and led discussions on legislation of particular relevance
to the procurement community, These monthly meetings were well attended by industry
and government representatives.

Although not an exclusive list, during the 106" Congress, I analyzed and provided
information on the following pieces of legislation:

a. Procurement provisions within the Fiscal Year 2001 Defense
Appropriation (Public Law No. 106-259)

Truth in Regulating Act (HL.R. 4924, S. 1198, H.R. 4744)

Fiscal Year 2001 Defense Authorization

Government Waste and Corrections Act (H.R. 1827/S. 3030)

Small Business Competition Preservation Act (H.R. 4945)
Government-wide procurement provisions within the Fiscal Year 2001
Treasury, Postal, and General Government Appropriation (H.R. 4871/S.
2900)

Legislation concerning moratoriums on privatization and outsourcing
(H.R. 3766, S. 2841, H.R. 4722)

FAIR Act Amendments (H.R. 4103/S. 2242)

Debt Payment Incentive Act (FL.R. 4181)

Federal Prison Industries legislation (H.R. 2558, H.R. 2551)

Small Business Federal Acquisition Simplification Act (FL.R. 4943)
Small Business Competition Preservation Act (H.R. 4945)

National Small Business Regulatory Assistance Act (H.R. 4946)
Federal Agency Compliance Act (HR. 1924)

Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (Public Law
No. 106-229)

Construction Quality Assurance Act (H.R. 4012)
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Federal Contractor Flexibility Act (H.R. 3582)

Federal Agency Compliance Act (H.R. 1924)

Procurement Provisions within Consolidated Appropriations for Fiscal
Year 2000  (Public Law No. 106-113)

t Congressional Accountability for Regulatory Information Act (H.R. 3521)
u, H.R. 3469 (treatment of arsenal overhead costs)

v. Fiscal Year 2000 Defense Authorization (Public Law No. 106-65)

w. Y2K Dispute Resolution Legislation (Public Law No. 106-37)
X

Y

z

» oo

Construction Industry Payment Protection Act (Public Law No. 106-49)
Regulatory Fair Warning Act (FHL.R. 881)
A Regulatory Right to Know Act (H.R. 1074/S. 590)

aa. Regulatory Improvement Act (S. 746)

bb. Prompt Payment Improvement Act (FL.R. 1208)

cc. Federal Procurement and Assistance Integrity Act (H.R. 1227)

dd.  Subcontractor Protection Act (HL.R. 1209)

ee. Paperwork Elimination Act (FL.R. 439)

Although not an exclusive list, during the 105™ Congress, I analyzed and provided
information on the following pieces of major legislation:

a. The Fiscal Year 1999 Defense Authorization (Public Law No. 105-261)

b. Procurement provisions within the Fiscal Year 1999 Defense
Appropriation (Public Law No. 105-262)
[ Procurement provisions within the Fiscal Year 1999 Energy and Water

Appropriation (Public Law No. 105-245)
. The Federal Activities Inventory Reform Act (Public Law No. 105-270)
e. The Year 2000 Information Disclosure and Readiness Act (Public Law

No. 105-271)
f. Procurement provisions within the Fiscal Year 1999 Treasury, Postal, and

General Government Appropriation

g. The International Anti-Bribery Act

h. Construction Subcontractors Payment Protection Enhancement Act (H.R.
3032).

6. What will be your top priorities and objectives as Administrator of OFPP?
If confirmed, my three top priorities will be execution of OFPP’s statutory
mandates, implementation of the President’s procurement initiatives, and provision of

leadership to the acquisition community.

a. Execution of OFPP’s Statutory Mandates

Over the past several years, the mission of OFPP has become diluted by a variety
of unfocused initiatives. If confirmed, my first priority would be to narrow the mission
of OFPP by examining the activities currently undertaken, determining the initiatives
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required by statute, and examining the non-statutory activities that further the statutory
mission of OFPP.

b. Implementation of the President’s Procurement Initiatives

Three acquisition goals have been clearly articulated by the Administration. If
confirmed, the implementation of these goals would be a top priority.

L. Competitive Sourcing Goals

The President committed to opening one-half of the commercial positions
listed on the Federal Activities Inventory Reform (“FAIR”) Act agency
inventories to competition with the private sector. In accordance with a
memorandum from the Director of the Office of Management and Budget dated
February 14, 2001, and a memorandum from the Deputy Director of the Office of
Management and Budget dated March 9, 2001, departments and agencies were
instructed to develop specific performance plans to meet a FY 2002 goal of
completing public-private or direct conversion competitions on not less than 5
percent of the FTEs listed on FAIR Act inventories.

il Performance-Based Service Contracts

The March 9, 2001 memorandum from the Deputy Director of OMB set a
Fiscal Year 2002 Performance-Based Service Contracting (PBSC) goal of using
PBSC techniques for not less than 20 percent of the total eligible service
contracting dollars.

1ii. Electronic Procurement

The March 9, 2001 memorandum from the Deputy Director of OMB also
set forth Fiscal Year 2002 goals for expanding the application of on-line
procurement. Departments and agencies are required to post (a) all synopses for
acquisitions valued at over $25,000 for which widespread notice is required and
(b) all associated solicitations unless covered by an exemption in the Federal
Acquisition Regulation on the government-wide point-of-entry website
(www.FedBizOpps.gov). The President’s commitment is to shift procurement to
the Internet at the same rate as the private sector and to increase competition and
accessibility. :

c. Provision of Leadership to the Acquisition Community

One of the most important responsibilities of the Administrator of OFPP is to
provide leadership for the Acquisition Community. If confirmed I intend to:

i Ensure that the federal procurement system provides true
accountability to the American people by protecting the
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fundamental concepts of efficiency, competition, fairness,
responsiveness, and transparency;

ii. Foster an atmosphere of professionalism and excellence in
procurement management;

id. Lead the professional and support staff of OFPP to meet the goals
and challenges set out by statute and the President;

iv. Serve, as provided by statute, as Chair of the Cost Accounting
Standards Board, and provide leadership in efforts to develop
equitable Standards and rules governing cost accounting for
contracts and subcontracts that are priced or reimbursed on the
basis of cost; and

v. Consult on a regular basis with relevant committees of the House
and Senate and to keep those Committees informed about OFPP’s
major initiatives and strategies.

7. What contributions do you feel that you can make to OFPP and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB)? :

Although OFPP is a statutory office within the Office of Management and Budget
(“OMB”), in past administrations, OFPP has not been well-integrated within either the
management or budget functions of OMB. With my extensive knowledge of
procurement, my personal relationships throughout the Administration, and my past
legislative experience, I am in a unique position, if confirmed, to work towards the
integration of OFPP and procurement policy within the management and budget
functions of OMB.

III. Policy Issues

1. With a significant portion of the acquisition workforce eligible to retire in the next
few years, the Federal government must begin initiatives to recruit, develop, and
retain its future acquisition workforce. After a decade of consecutive years of
downsizing, we face serious imbalances in the skills and experience of our
acquisition workforce. How will you respond to this challenge?

Because statistics reveal that the Federal government could be facing a significant
number of retirements among contracting personnel in the next five to ten years, I am
concerned about a human capital crisis. As both the Director and Deputy Director of
OMB noted in their confirmation statements, a lack of good long-term workforce
planning, and the integration of that planming with agency mission objectives, is a
deficiency that the Government Performance and Results Act highlights and aims to
correct. From what I have read and reviewed, OMB has made good progress in this area.
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Last year, for example, OMB established a Priority Management Objective to ensure that
Federal agencies plan strategically to maximize performance of their human capital
resources in order to achieve program results about which the American people care.
OMB also revised Circular A-11 to require agencies to address human resource
management issues in both their budget submissions and strategic and performance
planning documents. If confirmed, I will place a high priority on OFPP’s role as it relates
to the larger OMB role in continuing to ensure that procurement agencies make human
capital management, as it relates to their contracting work force, an integral part of their
executive management responsibilities.

2. Recent years have seen an explosion of government-wide and inter-agency
contract vehicles. Some have praised these as simpler and more responsive
vehicles for meeting agency needs while others have raised concerns that agencies
are using these vehicles to short-cut competition requirements and are wasting
taxpayer dollars.

a. How will you ensure that these contracts are used to best leverage the
government’s buying power while satisfying contractual requirements
and maintaining competition?

1 am concerned that the uncontrolled proliferation of government-wide
contracting vehicles has impeded competition and wasted taxpayer dollars. I am also
concerned about competition in the award of task and delivery orders against these
contracts, the charges administering agencies impose for these contracts, and the manner
in which information about these contracts is disseminated to potential using agencies.
Indeed, the system has devolved to such a state that I believe it is impossible for a single
procurement official to be expected to locate and understand the numerous contracting
vehicles available in any particular situation. Ultimately, I believe the Federal
government is failing to fully utilize its tremendous buying power and the economies of
scale.

1 do not have a simple solution to this problem. If confirmed, I would work to
find a solution that maintains the benefits of these simpler and more responsive
government-wide contracting vehicles, while addressing the valid concerns that these
vehicles are not leveraging the Federal government’s buying power. At a minimum, the
information relating to the availability and use of these vehicles must be centralized. In
the longer term, the competition requirements and user fee aspects of these vehicles also
should be examined.

b. Regarding governmentwide and inter-agency contract vehicles,
concems have been raised about the proliferation of such vehicles —
that these vehicles are becoming uneconomical because too little
business is spread over too many contracts. Do you believe- that
OFPP should play a role in regulating the establishment of
governmentwide and inter-agency contract vehicles, and, if yes, how
would you conceive that role?
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1 do not envision a per se regulatory role for OFPP.

3. Over the past decade, the Federal government has significantly increased its
acquisition of services. Annually, the government acquires nearly $130 billion of -
services, more than twice the amount spent on products. However, the GAO and
others continue to find instances in which the government is not obtaining fair and
reasonable prices, is avoiding competition, and is not otherwise assuring the
government obtains best value.

a. Do you see these issues as being systemic across the government?
Yes.
b. Inyour view, what are the principal causes of these problems?

I see several inter-related issues that have led to weaknesses in service
contracting. First, and perhaps foremost, the Federal government’s basic systems,
experience, and culture are oriented toward the acquisition of products. Services, by
their very nature, are more difficult to describe and require the exercise of a greater level
of judgment in the contracting process.

c.  How do you suggest that agencies improve their capacity to acquire services,
and what additional policies or legislative authorities do you believe are
necessary to assist them?

The acquisition of services is a difficult issue that will not be easily resolved. The
best course of action would be to take a holistic approach to the acquisition system by
involving, improving, and better integrating the roles played by requirements and
contracting personnel. Too often in the acquisition of services there is a failure to
communicate adequately among the government acquisition team. Requirements
personnel do their work; contracting personnel do their work; and, the two never fully
integrate to address the specific service requirement as a whole. While the government
has reduced “stove piping”, there is room for improvement. The entire acquisition work
force (I am specifically thinking of requirements personnel) must be educated about the
positive role that can be played by contracting officials when they are involved early in
the process. Contracting personnel can make an enormous contribution to the acquisition
of services if they are involved when the requirement is being defined. Unfortunately,
this involvement often begins too late. OFPP must work to ensure that contracting
officials are involved early in the acquisition planning process, not at the point when the
statement of work has already been defined, and all that remains are the solicitation and
award phases of the acquisition process.

I do not believe that additional legislative authorities are necessary at this time to
address the issues relating to the acquisition of services. With regard to other policy
guidance that may be necessary, I will need to examine the issues more closely before I
make any recommendations.
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d. To what extent can the government leverage the best practices from the
private sector?

The Federal government must continually remain abreast of private sector
procurement practices. In the services area, there is much to be learned. The Federal
government’s best interests would be served by examining and studying how the private
sector, and State and local governments contract for services. Their success stories should
guide the Federal government in adapting best practices and techniques for possible
application to Federal agency procurement methodologies.

4. One initiative that OFPP has proposed to help agencies become “smart buyers” of
services is the use of performance-based statements of work. OFPP first put
forward this initiative in 1991 and now, a decade later, the concept is poorly
understood by many procurement professionals and little used within the
govemment.

a.  Why do you believe this is the case?

In part, [ believe the problem with performance-based service contracts centers on
a lack of clarity regarding the definition of what constitutes a performance-based service
contract. Based on my experience, there is tremendous disagreement among agencies
regarding the requirements to qualify a contract as a performance-based service contract.
Previous attempts by OFPP to clarify the definition, including a “checklist” of minimum
required elements for an acquisition to be considered performance-based, have been
wholly unsuccessful. More generally, agencies have received little useful guidance
regarding the transition to performance-based statements of work.

b. What are your views on the Administration’s goal to increase the use of
performance-based contracts to 20%?

1 believe that the Administration’s goal to increase the use of performance-based
contracts is an important step. Only with performance-based contracts can we achieve
better acquisition solutions for service contracts by fostering the creativity and initiative
of the private sector. However, for this goal to be meaningful, OFPP and the agencies
must agree on a common definition of a performance-based service contract.

¢. More broadly, do you believe that OFPP needs additional authority or
resources to foster more timely and broader adoption of procurement policy

reforms it initiates?

1 do not believe that additional legislative authorities are necessary at this time to
address the issues relating to performance-based service contracts.
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5. The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 defined “commercial services”
as services that are “offered and sold competitively, in substantial quantities, in
the commercial marketplace based on established catalog prices for specific tasks
performed under standard commercial terms and conditions.” Some have argued
that this definition is too restrictive, limiting the government’s access to
innovative services or posing an administrative burden on the private sector.

a. Do you believe the current definition of “commercial services” should be
revised?

The definition of commercial services is a sensitive area, and people on both sides
of the issue raise valid concerns. Nevertheless, I am not prepared to commit to an answer
at this timee. If confirmed, I will ask that the OFPP staff further study the matter.

b. Ifso, what revisions would you propose?
See above response.

6. As you know, language was included in the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2000 which made much needed revisions to the underlying statute
of the Cost Accounting Standards (“CAS standards”). The legislation modified
the CAS standards to streamline their applicability, while maintaining the
applicability of the standards to the vast majority of contract dollars that are
currently covered. An outstanding issue is the organization of the CAS Board.
Currently, the CAS Board is located in the Office of Federal Procurement Policy
(OFPP) and chaired by the Administrator of OFPP. Many in the public and
private sectors believe that the Board’s placement in OFPP affects its ability to
operate as an independent board and has led it into procurement policy
considerations that are not appropriate accounting concerns. Concerns have been
raised that OFPP’s procurement policy mission is much broader than the
maintenance of the CAS standards. What is your view on the placement of the
CAS Board and who should chair it? Do you believe that Federal Employees
Health Benefits Program carriers should be exempt from cost accounting
standards? :

After extensive contemplation of the relevant facts and arguments, I believe, for
the present time, the CAS Board should remain within OFPP and be chaired by the
Administrator of OFPP.

The Federal Employees Health Benefits Program (FEHBP) does not require a
statutory exemption from CAS coverage. To the extent that modifications and/or
waivers from CAS coverage are required to meet any issues raised by FEHBP contracting
procedures, the administrative process should be adequate to resolve these matters.
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7. Procurement reform legislation, specifically the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996,
authorizes the OFPP Administrator to conduct or sponsor a number of pilot
programs to test alternative approaches for the acquisition of information
technology. So far, we have seen little activity in this regard. What specific
actions would take to invigorate the pilot program test authority of the
Administrator?

1 am open to specific suggestions or recommendations for use of the Clinger-
Cohen test authority for the acquisition of information technology. Since I was not
involved when earlier recommendations may have been made to OFPP, I cannot
comment on whether the test authority has been wisely or unwisely utilized, or even to
what extent recommendations for its use have been made. However, if confirmed, I will
review the pilot test authority, and will be open-minded as to its use when sound
suggestions for pilot tests are offered.

8. What are the next steps that the Congress needs to take to promote continued
progress toward acquisition reform?

Congress should examine the balance between the improved efficiencies achieved
through a decade of acquisition reform and the fundamental concepts of competition,
faimess, integrity, due process, and transparency. Where appropriate, Congress should
move forward with acquisition reform initiatives that continue to increase efficiency,
using the private sector as a model where possible, but maintain other concepts
fundamental to our system of government and our system of procurement.

9. What steps does the Executive Branch need to be taking to promote continued
progress toward acquisition reform? ’

The Executive Branch should take steps similar to what I recommend Congress
consider by examining the balance between the improved efficiencies achieved through a
decade of acquisition reform and the fundamental concepts of competition, faimess,
integrity, due process, and transparency. Where appropriate, the Executive Branch also
should move forward with acquisition reform initiatives that continue to increase
efficiency, using the private sector as a model where possible, but that maintain other
concepts fundamental to our system of government and our system of procurement.

10.  In an effort to greatly expand the use of public-private competitions pursuant to
OMB Circular A-76, OMB Director Mitchell Daniels has indicated that he will
ask the next head of OFPP to implement some short-term simplifications to the A-
76 process pending the recommendations of the General Accounting Office’s
(GAO) “Commercial Activities Panel”. The Department of Defense (DOD) has
the most experience conducting these competitions; however, it has encountered
many problems with respect to resources and other issues. Further, few agencies
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have staff who understand the A-76 process enough to conduct a competition
under it.

a.  How do you expect to implement this task government wide while addressing
the necessary resource, education and training issues?

On March 9, 2001, the Deputy Director of OMB issued 2 memorandum to
agencies requesting the development of Performance Plans to implement the
Administration’s A-76 goals, including resource and training requirements. If
confirmed, I would work with OMB and the agencies to ensure that these plans are
implemented and the necessary resources are available.

b. How will you deal with the recommendations of GAO’s Commercial
Activities Panel, understanding that we do not know at this time what the
recommendations will be?

If confirmed, I will carefully consider the recommendations and work to
implement themn where appropriate.

¢ What adjustments to the A-76 process do you believe might be appropriate in
the short-term? What adjustments do you: believe might be appropriate in the
long-term?

In the short term, OMB has been considering the cancellation of the existing
Interservice Support Agreements Grandfather Clause found at Part 1, Chapter 2,
paragraph A.5 of OMB Circular A-76. As currently written, reimbursable agreements
that existed before October 1, 1997, can be continued and renewed without competition.
Only new reimbursable agreements or expansions are subject to the competition
requirements of the Circular. Ibelieve competition for reimbursable work shouid be
expanded to all reimbursable activities.

In the long-term, OMB should consider independently and fully engage the
members of the GAO’s Commercial Activities Panel in the development of both
technical revisions and possible alternatives to current A-76 procedures.

d. GAO has reported that some agencies do not have adequate systems for
tracking the costs and savings from contracts awarded pursuant to the A-76
process. Given that the Administration has promised an increase in the use of
A-76, do you believe that agencies need to have systems in place to track the
costs and savings of service contracting?

I believe the Federal government has sufficient information regarding service
contract dollars spent by each agency, as well as detailed financial and performance
tracking systems to monitor contract performance. Agencies also have a separate set of
automated systems to track savings achieved following an A-76 competition, using the
winning or losing bid as a base line. However, agencies do not have a recurring system
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to adequately track A-76 savings over the long term. Nevertheless, the General
Accounting Office, many agency inspectors general, and the Center for Naval Analysis
consistently have concluded that savings from A-76 competitions are real in both the long
and the short term. As long as the savings are real, I believe the Federal government
should carefully weigh the costs of developing an automated system to precisely measure
these savings on a recurring basis, against the benefits of a precise measurement.

11.. The Administration has asked agencies to provide by June 30 information on
inherently governmental work performed by federal employees. What do you
intend to do with that information?

The Director of OMB has a statutory responsibility under the FAIR Act to review
and consult with the head of each executive agency regarding the yearly list of activities
that the agency has determined “are not inherently governmental.” It is my
understanding that as part of the 1999 and 2000 FAIR Act inventory reviews, OMB
relied on an earlier request for data from the agencies (known as the Raines A-76 .
Inventory) that provided inherently governmental information by agency and function
code. I believe that OMB’s request for a separate and updated report on inherently
governmental positions is consistent with OMB’s previous request and will be used by
the Director of OMB in fulfilling statutory responsibilities for review and consultation
under the FAIR Act. )

12. The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 authorized two pilot programs for share-in-
savings contracts for information technology solutions. With these contracts, a
contractor pays the up front costs of implementing a new system and is paid out
of any resulting savings. The risk to the government is low, but the benefits can
be great. To date, the Clinger-Cohen authority has not been used, although GSA
recently worked with the Department of Education to award an IT share-in-
savings contract to update its Student Financial Assistance systems. Do you
support increased use of IT share-in-savings contracts throughout government? If
so, what steps would you recommend to promote their use?

I am unfamiliar with specific share-in-savings recommendations that may have
been made to OFPP or agencies in the past. I am enthusiastic about pilot programs that
hold promise for improved agency performance and cost savings to taxpayers. If
confirmed, I will ask the OFPP staff to work with their agency counterparts to remind
them of the share-in-savings authority, and I will remind senior procurement executives
to carefully consider using this authority for sound proposals.

13. What are your views on electronic procurement and what will you do to promote
it during your tenure as Administrator?

The commercial marketplace has been using e-commerce tools and harnessing the

powers of the Internet to improve how customers are served. The Government must do
the same and leverage the investments made by the private sector, whenever possible.
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The Federal government must resist the temptation to buy technology simply because it is
available. Instead, e-commerce applications that offer opportunities to strengthen
procurement processes must be pursued so that Government transactions with businesses
-- small and large -- can become easier, more efficient, and less expensive for both
parties. Recognizing that e-procurement initiatives are often cross functional in nature
(affecting the interests of the acquisition, information technology and finance
communities, among others), if confirmed, I would work with my OMB colleagues to
promote a productive collaboration among effected stakeholders.

IV. Relations with Congress

1. Do you agree without reservation to respond to any reasonable summons to
appear and testify before any duly constituted committee of the Congress if you
are confirmed?

Yes.
2. Do you agree without reservation to reply to any reasonable request for
information from any duly constituted committee of the Congress if you are

confirmed?

Yes.

V. Assistance

1. Are these answers your own? Have you consulted with the OFPP or any other
interested parties? If so, please indicate which entities.

The answers are my own. Since receiving the questions from the Committee, I
souoht backg—round mformatlon from OF PP staff.

AFFIDAVIT

L 11 k Nae,}g S%a = , being duly swom, hereby state that I have read and signed the
foregolng' Statemenrr’ on Pre-hearing Questions and that the information provided therein is, to

the best of my knowledge, current, accurate, and complete.

scribed W smiyr day of 2001.

otary Public //
; / fW %/‘I#/%Zaoy
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Questions from Senator Joseph I. Licberman for Angela Styles
Nominee to be OFPP Administrator

Currently, OMB Circular A-76, governing public-private competitions, does not require
such competitions for new work, i.e., work not currently being performed by federal
employees. Do you believe that the Administration, as it reviews the A-76 process,
should take any steps to require public-private competitions for new work?

The Federél government should rely on the dynamics of competition to determine who

should perform needed commercial support services. In addition, contract performance
requirements should permit offerors to compete on a level playing field for the performance of
work. Iam concemed that a requirement to submit Federal offers for new work would represent
2 significant administrative burden at considerable cost to the taxpayer without a commensurate
expansion of competition or probability of cost savings.

T2,

As you know, OMB has directed agencies to compete during FY02 at least 5% of the jobs
currently performed by federal employees which are listed on their Federal Activities
Inventory Reform Act (“FAIR Act”) inventories. Do you believe the Administration
should take any steps to require public-private competitions for any work currently
performed by contractors?

I am very concerned that a requirement to submit a public offer for each and every

contracted job would (1) be extremely burdensome, (2) be costly to the taxpayer, and (3)
significantly delay the Federal government’s ability in both the short and the long term to acquire
needed support.

3.

Last year, the Clinton Administration published a final rule to require contracting officers
to consider a company’s satisfactory compliance with tax, labor, employment,
environmental, and other laws before awarding a contract. This rule was carefully
considered: The rule was initially proposed on July 9, 1999 with a 120-day comment
period. OMB received more than 1500 comments from business groups, contractors and
others. As a result, the Administration withdrew the proposal, revised it, and issued
another proposal on June 30, 2000 for an additional 60-day comment period. Hundreds
of additional comments were received and considered. On December 20, 2000, a final
rule was issued, which OMB was to begin implementing in January.

Instead, On January 31, GSA took the sudden step of recommending to agencies that they
authorize “class deviations:” for this rule. In a recent legal opinion, the Congressional
Research Service called this action likely unlawful. On February 20, I sent a letter, along
with Senators Kennedy and Durbin, to OMB Director Daniels inquiring as to the legal
basis for GSA’s action. More recently, on April 3, GSA, DOD and NASA sought
comments on the repeal of the rule, suspended it government wide and sought comments
on this stay before we ever received a response to our inquiry.
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‘We have only recently received an answer to our letter which I do not consider to be
responsive to our concerns. For instance, rather than responding to the legal objections
raised in the CRS memorandum, GSA’s letter stated the obvious: that the process for
granting deviations differs from the process for revising or rescinding regulations. Our
letter also said that, legalities aside, it was unfair to suspend the rule, years in the making,
without notice or apparent consideration of the views of all sectors of the affected public,
that it was wrong to address only the interests of the agencies and their contractors
without considering the effect on other interested parties and the public interest, and that
the Contractor Responsibility rule is 2 moderate and sensible reform that should be
implemented without delay. Rather than responding to these concerns, GSA’s letter
simply asserted that “the procedural requirements for granting agency wide deviations
were fulfilled.”

. ‘What is your view of the Contractor Responsibility rule? -

As you know, on April 3, 2001, the Federal Acquisition Regulatory Council requested

" public comments on a proposed rule which would revoke the December 20, 2000 final rule
relating to contractor responsibility. Because that comment period remains open, I do not believe
it is appropriate for me to comment on the rule-making.

. ‘What is your view of the actions taken by GSA in January and April? Do you
believe these actions were taken in the public interest? If so, please elaborate.

1 believe it was appropriate for the FAR Council in April to request public comment on
whether the rule should be revoked. I also believe the GSA’s use of class deviation authority
complied with the requirements of FAR section 1.404(a).

. Have you reviewed the legal opinion by the Congressional Research Service? If
0, what is your opinion of it?

Sometime in February 2001, I briefly reviewed the Congressional Research Service
opinion. Ihave not spent enough time reviewing the class deviation matter to have developed an
opinion regarding the Congressional Research Service’s legal analysis.

. What authorities do you believe govern class deviations?
Class deviations are governed by FAR 1.404.

4. Twice within the last five years, OFPP proposed to amend the cost principles in the
Federal Acquisition Regulation sections 31.205-46 and 31.205-35 in order to exempt
federal contractors from ceilings that limit the amounts that can be charged to the
taxpayers for travel and relocation expenses, while continuing to cap travel and relocation
expenses for federal employees. On both occasions, the proposal was withdrawn. What
is your view of this proposal?
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TESTIMONY OF
STEPHEN A. PERRY
NOMINEE FOR ADMINISTRATOR OF THE GENERAL
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

BEFORE

THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
U. S. SENATE

May 17, 2001
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THANK YOU, SENATOR THOMPSON.

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEBMERS OF THE COMMITTEE,
IT CERTAINLY IS AN HONOR FOR ME TO HAVE BEEN
NOMINATED BY PRESIDENT BUSH TO SERVE AS
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION. '

[T IS ALSO AN HONOR FOR ME TO HAVE THIS
OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS THAT SUBJECT WITH YOUR
COMMITTEE TODAY.

WITH YOUR PERMISSION, MR. CHAIRMAN, | WOULD FIRST
LIKE TO TAKE A MOMENT TO SAY THANK YOU TO SENATOR
VOINOVICH AND TO CONGRESSMAN REGULA -- NOT ONLY
FOR THEIR WORDS OF SUPPORT HERE THIS MORNING,
BUT ALSO FOR THEIR FRIENDSHIP AND THE ASSISTANCE
THEY HAVE PROVIDED TO ME AND TO MY FAMILY OVER
THE YEARS, AND THEIR MANY OTHER CONSTITUIENTS
BACK IN OUR HOME STATE OF OHIO. MY WIFE, SONDRA,
AND | APPRECIATE IT VERY, VERY MUCH.
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| ALSO WANT TO THANK OHIO CONGRESSMAN DAVID
HOBSON, WHO IS HERE, ...AND | WANT TO THANK
SENATOR MIKE DEWINE, WHO COULD NOT BE HERE THIS
MORNING BECAUSE OF HIS WORK ON THE JUDICIARY
COMMITTEE. '

AGAIN, | SINCERELY APPRECIATE THE SUPPORT AND
COUNSEL THAT THESE GENTLEMEN AND THE OTHER
MEMBERS OF THE OHIO DELEGATION HAVE GIVEN TO ME
AND THE TRUST THEY HAVE PLACE IN ME REGARDING
THIS NOMINATION TO LEAD GSA.

| WANT EACH OF THEM TO KNOW AND | WANT EACH
MEMBER OF THIS COMMITTEE TO KNOW THAT, IF | AM
CONFIRMED, | PLEDGE TO CONTINUALLY STRIVE TO BE
WORTHY OF YOUR TRUST.
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MR. CHAIRMAN, | CERTAINLY AGREE WITH YOU AND THE
MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE REGARDING THE VERY
IMPORTANT ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY THAT THE
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION HAS IN ACHIEVING
EFFECTIVE AND EFFICIENT GOVERNMENT SERVICES ON
BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE.

IT IS CERTAINLY VERY CLEAR THAT THE QUALITY AND
TIMELINESS OF THE WORK DONE BY GSA IN PROVIDING
SERVICES TO OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES HAS A DIRECT
AND SIGNIFICANAT IMPACT ON THE ABILITY OF THOSE
AGENCIES TO ACHIEVE THEIR RESPECTIVE MISSIONS.

THE CHALLENGE FOR GSA IS TO ACHIEVE AND SUSTAIN
ITSELF AS A HIGH PERFORMANCE ORGANIZATION
COMMITTED TO CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT OF THE
SERVICES IT PROVIDES TO MEET THE NEEDS OF ITS
CUSTOMER-AGENCIES AND THEREBY TO IMPROVE
GOVERNMENT SERVICES RENDERED DIRECTLY TO THE
PUBLIC.
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MR. CHAIRMAN, I'M VERY EXCITED ABOUT THE
POSSIBILITY OF JOINING THE GSA TEAM IN THIS VERY
IMPORTANT WORK.

I'M EXCITED BECAUSE | BELIEVE STRONGLY IN PRESIDENT
BUSH’S ASPIRATION TO APPLY SOLID GENERAL
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AS A MEANS TO SIGNIFICANTLY
IMPROVE GOVERNMENT SERVICES FOR ALL AMERICANS.

I'M EXCITED BECAUSE OF THE VERY INTERESTING
MANAGERIAL CHALLENGE INVOLVED WITH SUCH A
COMPLEX ORGANIZATION.

AND, I'M EXCITED TO HAVE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO BE SO
INVOLVED IN PUBLIC SERVICE.

| KNOW THAT ACHIEVING AND SUSTAINING HIGH _
PERFORMANCE AND A CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT CULTURE
AT GSA WILL BE A VERY BIG JOB. | KNOW IT WILL HAVEITS
HARDSHIPS AND FRUSTRATIONS. 1 KNOW IT WILL REQUIRE
LONG HOURS AND SOME SACRIFICES BY ME AND OTHERS AT
GSA. | KNOW THAT THE ADMINISTRATION AND THIS
COMMITTEE HAVE HIGH PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS FOR
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GSA. | BELIEVE THE PEOPLE AT GSA WILL ACCEPT THE
CHALLENGE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE AND | AM CONFIDENT |
CAN HELP THE GSA TEAM MAKE IT HAPPEN.

MR. CHAIRMAN, AS | THOUGHT ABOUT TODAY’S HEARING
AND WHAT | MIGHT SAY IN THIS BRIEF OPENING
STATEMENT, | FELT IT WOULD BE USEFUL TO THE
COMMITTEE IF | SAID A FEW WORDS ABOUT MY VIEWS ON
ACHIEVING AND SUSTAINING HIGH PERFORMANCE AT
GSA.

ACCOMPLISHING THIS WILL REQUIRE A NUMBER OF
THINGS FROM BOTH OUTSIDE AND INSIDE THE AGENCY. |
WANT TO MENTION JUST A FEW:

FIRST, IT WILL REQUIRE EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION IN
ALL THAT WE DO.

CONSTRUCTIVE DIALOGUE IS CRITICALLY IMPORTANT TO
GETTING EVERYONE INVOLVED ON THE SAME PAGE AND
PULLING IN THE SAME DIRECTION.
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WHILE THIS WILL BE TRUE IN EVERY ASPECT OF OUR
WORK, PERHAPS ONE AREA WE SHOULD GIVE SPECIAL
EMPHASIS TO IN THE NEXT FEW MONTHS IS TO DEVELOP
AN IMPROVED APPROACH FOR GSA’s COMMUNICATION
AND INTERACTION WITH MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND
PARTICULARLY THEIR COMMITTEE STAFF.

THE SAME IS NEEDED REGARDING GSA’s COMMUNICATION
WITH THE ADMINISTRATION AND PARTICULARLY THE OMB:
STAFF.

THIS IMPROVED COMMUNICATION BY GSA WITH THOSE
RESPONSIBLE FOR OVERSIGHT IS NECESSARY TO
FACILITATE A DIALOGUE REGARDING OBJECTIVES,
PRIORITIES, RESOURCES, PERFORMANCE MEASURES,
AND OTHER MATTERS THAT WE NEED TO WORK ON
COOPERATIVELY.

SECOND, IN ADDITION TO IMPROVING COMMUNICATION IN
ALL WE DO AS | JUST MENTIONED, ACHIEVING AND
SUSTAINING HIGH PERFORMANCE AT GSA WILL REQUIRE
DEVELOPING AN INTIMATE WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH
EACH OF OUR KEY CUSTOMER-AGENCIES SO THAT WE
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CAN WORK WELL TOGETHER TO DEVELOP THE MOST
EFFECTIVE AND EFFICIENT APPROACH TO SATISFY THEIR
NEEDS. '

THIRD, HIGH PERFORMANCE WILL REQUIRE GSA TO HAVE
A VERY CLOSE WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH QUR
SUPPLIERS AND TO USE A “WIN-WIN” APPROACH TO
DEVELOPING THE BEST VALUE PROPOSITION FOR OUR
CUSTOMER-AGENCIES.

FOURTH, IT WILL REQUIRE DEVELOPING THE
ORGANIZATIONAL CAPABILITY NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE
OUR MISSION. THIS MEANS HAVING A HUMAN CAPITAL
MANAGEMENT PROCESS: _
FIRST, TO DETERMINE THE SKILLS AND COMPETENCIES
NEEDED TO ACHIEVE OUR SPECIFIC GOALS FOR THE

" COMING YEARS.

SECOND, TO IDENTIFY THE GAP BETWEEN WHAT WE NEED
FOR SUCCESS AND WHAT WE ACTUALLY HAVE IN PLACE.

AND THIRD, TO EXECUTE A STAFFING PLAN TO DEVELOP,
TRAIN AND RECRUIT PEOPLE WITH THE SPECIFIC SKILLS
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AND COMPETENCIES NECESSARY TO SUCCESSFULLY
ACHIVE OUR GOALS. '

MR. CHAIRMAN, THE LAST ITEM | WILL. MENTION FOR
ACHIEVING AND SUSTAINING HIGH PERFORMANCE AT GSA
IS ANOTHER CRITICALLY IMPORTANT ONE.

IT IS THE NEED TO HAVE A STRONG PERFORMANCE
MANAGEMENT PROCESS OPERATING THROUGHOUT THE
AGENCY. ‘ ‘

THE GUIDELINES IN THE GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE
AND RESULTS ACT, OR “GPRA,” WILL BE THE FRAMEWORK
FOR THIS.

OUR PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PROCESS WILL BE
BUILT ON A FOUNDATION OF SHARED GSA VALUES AND
MISSION ALONG WITH CLEARLY ARTICULATED GOALS AND
PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS.

YOU CAN BE SURE THAT AMONG THE FUNDAMENTAL
VALUES WILL BE INTEGRITY, CUSTOMER SERVICE AND
ACCOUNTABILITY FOR RESULTS.
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WE WILL WORK HARD TO SEE THAT EACH INDIVIDUAL ON
THE GSA TEAM UNDERSTANDS HIS OR HER ROLE AND
RESPONSIBILITY AND IS STRONGLY COMMITTED AND
ALIGNED WITH EACH OTHER TO CREATE THE POWERFUL
FORCE NECESSARY FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE AND THE
SUCCESSFUL ACHIEVEMENT OF THE GSA MISSION.

WE WILL HAVE CLEAR PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS
AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES SO THAT WE WILL BE
ACCOUNTABLE FOR RESULTS.

WE WILL BE PROACTIVE IN TAKING CORRECTIVE ACTION
AS NEEDED TO STAY ON COURSE.

FINALLY, THE PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT PROCESS
WILL PROVIDE FOR REWARDS AND RECOGNITION TO THE
PEOPLE OF GSA FOR THEIR ACHIEVEMENTS.
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, AS |
SAID EARLIER, | KNOW THAT ACHIEVING AND SUSTAINING
HIGH PERFORMANCE AND A CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT
CULTURE AT GSA WILL BE A VERY BIG JOB.

| BELIEVE THAT | HAVE RELEVANT EXPERIENCES IN
BUSINESS AND IN STATE GOVERNMENT WHICH WILL
ENABLE ME TO BE A STRONG CONTRIBUTOR TO THE
SUCCESS OF THE GSA TEAM IN ACHIEVING THE THINGS
WE HAVE DISCUSSED HERE TODAY.

| WOULD BE AN HONOR AND PRIVILEGE FOR ME Tb SERVE
OUR COUNTRY IN THE CAPACITY OF ADMINISTRATOR OF
GSA AND SO, | RESPECTFULLY ASK FOR YOUR SUPPORT
OF MY NOMINATION.

THANK YOU.
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: 4/18/01
- BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL
INFORMATION REQUESTED OF NOMINEES

A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

. Name:
Stephen Alexander Perry

. Position to which nominated:
Administrator — General Services Administration

. Date of Nomination:
April 4, 2001

. Address:

. Date and place of birth:
Sept. 14, 1945
Canton, Ohio

. Marital status:
Married to Sondra Diane Perry (her previous married name is Earley and

her maiden name is Tucker)

. Names and ages of children:
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A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION - Continued
_Stephen Alexander Perry

8. Education:
Timken Vocational High School;
September, 1959 — June, 1963

University of Akron;
September, 1963 - December, 1970
Bachelor of Science in Accounting

University of Michigan Graduate School of Business Admmlstranon,
May 9 — June 4, 1982
Certification — Executive Management

Stanford University;
August, 1983 — June 17, 1984
Master of Science in Management

9. Employment record:
The Timken Company
Canton, Ohio
February 10, 1964 — March 30, 2001
(Except Jan., 1991- March, 1993, when I served in the Cabinet of
then Ohio Governor George V. Voinovich as the Director of the
Department of Administrative Services)

The Timken Company, (www.timken.com), headquartered in Canton,
Ohio, is a leading international manufacturer of highly engineered bearings
and alloy steel for automotive, industrial machinery, railroad, aerospace,
mining and other industries. The Timken Company is the world’s largest
manufacturer of tapered roller bearings and mechanical seamless steel
tubing. Timken has more that 50 manufacturing plants and 100 sales,
design and distribution centers in 25 countries. Annual sales are $2 7
Billion and the company has 21,000 associates.
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A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION — Continued
Stephen Alexander Perry

Jan., 1998 — March 30, 2001

March, 1993 ~ Jan., 1998

Jan., 1991 — March, 1993

Aug., 1989 —Jan., 1991
Nov., 1984 — Aug., 1989
May, 1984 — Nov., 1984
Aug. 1983 — May, 1984

Aug., 1977 — Aug., 1983

The Timken Company

Senior Vice President — Human
Resources, Purchasing and
Communications

The Timken Company
Vice President — Human
Resources, Purchasing and
Communications .

State of Ohio
Director — Department of
Administrative Services

The Timken Company
Director — Purchasing & Logistics

The Timken Company
Director — Accounting & Controller

The Timken Company
Asst. to Vice President - Finance

Stanford University
Sloan Fellow — graduate school student

The Timken Company
Manager — Tax Department
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A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION - Continued
Stephen Alexander Perry
May, 1973 - Aug., 1977 The Timken Company

Assistant Chief General Accountant

Sept., 1970 — May, 1973 ‘ The Timken Company
Accountant
June, 1966 — Sept., 1970 The Timken Company

Junior and Senior Accounting Clerk
positions and Supervisor Sales Section
— Gen. Acctg. Dept.

Feb. 10, 1964 — June, 1966 The Timken Company
Stationery Stock Room Clerk

Government experience:

1991 - 1992, Director — Ohio Department of Administrative Services.
Then Governor George V. Voinovich appointed me to serve in this
Cabinet level position. As head of this agency, with 1,300 employees
and a $1.4 Billion annual budget, I was responsible for providing
support and enabling services to all other state agencies. This included
architectural, construction and maintenance services for public
buildings; purchasing supplies and equipment; computer center
operations and telecommunications services; personnel services;
collective bargaining; equal employment opportunity and minority
business development programs. My responsibilities also included
having a key leadership role in several of the Governor’s initiatives
including, the Operations Improvement Task Force and Total Quality
Management Practices to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of all
state agencies and the Committee on Managing for the Future of Ohio’s
Higher Education System.
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A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION - Continued
Stephen Alexander Perry

1993 — 2001, Ohio Board of Regents.

Then Governor George V. Voinovich appointed me to a nine —year
term on this nine-member Board which is responsible for
coordinating the operations of Ohio’s institutions of higher
education. This includes administering a $6 Billion biennial state
budget and operations and curriculum review for all colleges and
universities in the state.

2000 — State of Ohio Management Improvement Commission.
Govermnor Bob Taft appointed me to serve on this Commission
which was responsible to achieve improvement in the efficiency of
state agencies. The Commission provided oversight to the work of
a consortium of public sector and private sector people with skills .
and experience in business management process improvement.

1970-1985 — Board of Trustees, Stark County District Library.
During my years on this Board we expanded the reading outreach
program to students throughout Stark County, Ohio.” Also my.
years included three terms as Chairman (1983-85) during the
period when we secured funding and constructing a new library
building in downtown Canton.

Business relationships:
Officer, The Timken Company (March, 1993 — March, 2001)
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12. Memberships:
Current:
Trustee, National Professional Football Hall of Fame (1993 to present)
Member, Ohio Board of Regents (1993 to present)
Member, Stark County Community Foundation Distribution Committee
(2000 to present) ‘
Member, Omega Psi Phi Fratemnity, Kappa Tau Chapter (1970 to present)

Former:

Director, Labor Policy Association (LPA) (1993 to March 30, 2001)

Member, Manufacturers Alliance for Productivity & Innovation (MAPI)
(1993 to March 30, 2001)

Member, National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) (1999 to March
30,2000)

Member, Greater Canton Chamber of Commerce and Chairman of 1999
Hall of Fame Festival:

Member, United Way of Central Stark County and Chairman of Annual
Fund Raising Campaign in 1996.

Trustee, Stark County District Library (1970 to 1985)

Trustee, Canton Urban League (1968 to 1983)

Trustee, Canton Scholarship Foundation (1980 to 1991)

Trustee, Timken Mercy Medical Center (1984 to 1991)

Trustee, Stark Development Board Finance Corporation

Trustee, Canton Art Institute

Director, Alumni Society Board of Governors, University of
Michigan Graduate School of Business Administration
(1983 to 1988)

Director, Walsh University Advisory Board (1987 to 1991)

Trustee, Catholic Community League (1970 to 1975)

United Negro College Fund Stark County Campaign Chairman in 1986
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13. Political affiliations and activities: ,
Republican Precinct Committeeman — Jackson Township; Precinct 12
Stark County, Ohio..
Co-Chair - Stark County Voter Registration Drive
Co-Chair —~ Stark County for George Bush for President Rally (1988)
Member, Stark County Republican Central Committee
Member, Stark County Republican Executive Committee
Member, Stark County Republican “Early Bird” Contributors
Participant, George W. Bush for President Fund Raisers (2000)

Political Contributions:
2001 (Jan. 1 — April 9, 2001)
Stark County Republican Party $1,500.00
The Timken Company Good Government Fund 300.00
2000
Stark County Republican Party $1,500.00
The Timken Company Good Government Fund ~ 1,200.00
Ohio Republican Party - Victory 2000 1,000.00
Ohio Republican Party — National Convention 1,500.00
Mike Dewine for U.S. Senate 500.00
Ralph Regula for Congress 100.00
‘Mary Cain for Ohio House 250.00
Chris Thomas for Stark County Recorder 250.00
Citizens for Kirk Schuring 100.00
Richard Regula for Treasurer 100.00
1999
Stark County Republican Party $1,500.00

The Timken Company Good Government Fund ~ 1,200.00
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1998
Stark County Republican Party $1,500.00
The Timken Company Good Government Fund  1,200.00
Bob Taft for Governor 1,000.00
Tom Moyer for Ohio Supreme Court 300.00
Kirk Schuring for Ohio House 100.00
Black America PAC 100.00
John Dougherty for Stark County Commissioner 100.00
1997
Stark County Republican Party i $1,500.00
The Timken Company Good Government Fund = 1,200.00
George Voinovich for U.S. Senate 1,000.00
Mike Dewine for U.S. Senate 500.00 .
1996
Stark County Republican Party $1,500.00
The Timken Company Good Government Fund ~ 1,200.00
Ohio House Republican Campaign 150.00
PAC for Manufacturing Competitiveness 150.00
Stratton for Ohio Supreme Court 150.00

Ralph Regula for Congress 50.00
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A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION — Continued
Stephen Alexander Perry

Honors and awards:

1976 — Omega Psi Phi Fraternity, Outstanding Graduate Basileus Award

1977 - Canton Junior Chamber of Commerce (Jaycees) Distinguished
Service Award

1983 — Sloan Fellow, Stanford University

1985 — Canton Young, Gifted and Black Foundation, Outstanding
Community Service Award

1991 — Ohio Republican Council, Akron/Summit County Chapter,
Person of the Year Award

1995 - Kent State University, President’s Social Responsibility Award

1996 - Kent State University, Stark Campus Alumni Council,
Distinguished Alumni Award

1999 - University of Akron, College of Business Alumni Assoc1at10n
Dr. Frank L. Simonetti Distinguished Business Alumnus Award

1999 — Timken High School, Alumni Association, Distinguished
Alumni Award

2000 — Stark County Christian Hall of Fame, Man of the Year Award

Published writings:
None.

Speeches:
None.
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A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION - Continued
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Selection:

The work of the General Services Administration (GSA) is critical to the
success of other government agencies as they strive to achieve their
missions to deliver services which improve the quality of life of people
in America and the around the world. As GSA continuously improves
its efficiency and effectiveness in meeting the agencies’ needs for
workspace, procurement and security services, it enables those agencies
to be more successful in delivering needed services to their constituents.

GSA is one of the Federal Government’s most commercial organizations
since many of its key activities are very similar to activities of private
sector organizations. Therefore, GSA’s successful operation will be
enhanced by more rigorous application of best practices developed in
high performance organizations of the private sector.

I believe that my extensive background in accounting, finance,
purchasing, associate relations, performance management, continuous
improvement and general management as developed and applied during
my 37 year career at The Timken Company and during my 2 years as
Director of the Ohio Department of Administrative Services agency
provides me with excellent qualifications to successfully carry out the
duties and responsibilities of Administrator of GSA.
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B. FUTURE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIPS
Stephen Alexander Perry

. Will you sever all connections with your present employers, business
firms, business associations or business organizations if you are
confirmed by the Senate?

Yes.

. Do you have any plans, commitments or agreements to pursue outside
employment, with or without compensation, during your service with
the government? If so, explain.

No.

. Do you have any plans, commitments or agreements after completing
government service to resume employment, affiliation or practice with
your previous employer, business firm, association or organization?

No.

. Has anybody made a commitment to employ your services in any
capacity after you leave government service?

No.

. If confirmed, do you expect to serve out your full term or until the
next Presidential election, whichever is applicable?

Yes.
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C. POTENTIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Stephen Alexander Perry

1. Describe all financial arrangements, deferred compensation
agreements, and other continuing dealings with business associates,
clients or customers.

Pension Plan Payments —
I retired from The Timken Company as of March 30, 2001, accordingly
I will receive monthly pension payments from the company’s Pension
Plan for Salaried Associates.

401(k) Plan Assets —
I am entitled to distributions from the 401(k) Savings and Investment
Pension Plan to which I have made contributions over the years and
which were partially matched by The Timken Company. Assets are
currently invested in Timken Company common stock, however this
could be transferred to other investment options or withdrawn.

Timken Company Common Stock —
I plan to continue to own stock in Timken Company which I have
purchased over a period of years of my employment there.

Stock Options for Timken Company Common Stock ~
I have stock options for future purchase of Timken Company Common
Stock which were awarded to me over the years as part of my basic
compensation.

Health Insurance Benefit Plan —
I have elected to enroll in The Timken Company’s Health Benefit
Continuation Plan and pay premiums for the standard health care
coverage for retirees. This plan will also cover my spouse.
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Indemnification Agreement —

I will continue to be covered under this agreement with The Timken
Company which provides for my defense in the event legal action is
taken against me for actions I was a party to when I was an officer of the
company.

Death Benefit Agreement —

I'will continue to be covered under this agreement with The Timken
Company which provides for payment to be made to my spouse upon
my death equal to 2 times my annual base salary in effect at the time of
my retirement on March 30, 2001, increased to offset estimated U.S.
Federal income taxes. This agreement is not life insurance and has no
cash value.

2. Indicate any investments, ob'ligations, liabilities, or other relationships
which could involve potential conflicts of interest in the position to
which you have been nominated.

I do not believe I have any investments, obligations, liabilities, or other

relationships which could involve potential conflicts of interest, however,

to avoid any conflicts of interest or even the appearance of a conflict of

interest, my letter of April 2, 2001, to the GSA Ethics Official provides

that:

1. Relating to my investment in Timken Company Common Stock —
While The Timken Company does not currently do business with GSA, it
does manufacture and sell bearings and steel component parts to
automobile and other manufacturers which could be incorporated into
vehicles and other items purchased by GSA. Therefore I would disqualify
myself from participating in any GSA matters that have a direct and
predictable effect on the financial interests of The Timken Company.
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2. Relating to uncompensated outside positions, pending confirmation, I
will resign from the Board of the Pro Football Hall of Fame, the Ohio
Board of Regents, the Labor Policy Association (LPA) and the Stark
County Community Foundation.

. Describe any business relationship, dealing or financial transaction
which you have had during the last 10 years, whether for yourself, on
behalf of a client, or acting as an agent, that could in any way
constitute or result in a possible conflict of interest in the position to
which you have been nominated.

None.

. Describe any activity during the past 10 years in which you have
engaged for the purpose of directly or indirectly influencing the
passage, defeat or modification of any legislation or affecting the
administration and execution of law or public policy.

On several occasions I have written letters to or otherwise communicated
with Federal and State lawmakers to inform them of my views on
legislative or regulatory matters and to urge them to consider this view
when taking action on the matter.

I have participated in meetings of Trade Associations and deliberated on
the positive and/or negative impact of legislative and regulatory matters.
In these meetings I have informed other participants of my views on the
matters and urged the Trade Association to inform the public as well as
Federal and State lawmakers and regulators about the matter.
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5. Explain how you will resolve any potential conflict of interest,
including any that may be disclosed by your responses to the above
items. (Please provide copies of any trust or other agreements.)

I do not believe I have any investments, obligations, liabilities, or other
relationships which could involve potential conflicts of interest, however,
to avoid any conflicts of interest or even the appearance of a conflict of
interest, my letter of April 2, 2001, to the GSA Ethics Official provides
that:

1. Relating to my investment in Timken Company Common Stock —
While The Timken Company does not currently do business with
GSA, it does manufacture and sell bearings and steel component parts
to automobile and other manufacturers which could be incorporated
into vehicles and other items purchased by GSA. Therefore 1 would
disqualify myself from participating in any GSA matters that have a
direct and predictable effect on the financial interests of The Timken
Company.

2. Relating to uncompensated outside positions, pending confirmation, 1
will resign from the Board of the Pro Football Hall of Fame, the Ohio
Board of Regents, the Labor Policy Association (LPA) and the Stark
County Community Foundation.

6. Do you agree to have written opinions provided to the Committee by
the designated agency ethics officer of the agency to which you are
nominated and by the Office of Government Ethics concerning
potential conflicts of interest or any legal impediments to your
serving in this position?

Yes.
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D. LEGAL MATTERS
Stephen Alexander Perry

1. Have you ever been disciplined or cited for a breach of ethics for
unprofessional conduct by, or been the subject of a complaint to any
court, administrative agency, professional association, disciplinary
committee, or other professional group? If so, provide details.

No.

2. Have you ever been investigated, arrested, charged or held by any
federal, State or other law enforcement authority for violation of any
federal, State, county or municipal law, regulation or ordinance, other
than a minor traffic offense? If so, provide details.

No.

3. Have you or any business of which you are or were an officer ever
been involved as a party in interest in any administrative agency
proceeding or civil litigation? If so, provide details.

From March, 1993 until March, 2001, I was an officer of The Timken
Company. In 2000, The Timken Company participated in the U.S.
International Trade Commission review of Anti-Dumping Orders on
imports of tapered roller bearings from various foreign countries. The
Timken Company had been a party to unfair trade (dumping) cases which it
had brought against these countries. The Timken Company is routinely
involved in minor administrative agency proceedings and civil litigation. I
have never been named personally in any proceeding or litigation involving
The Timken Company, nor have I ever personally been a party in interest
to any such proceeding or litigation.

From February, 1991 until February, 1993, I served as the Director of the
Ohio Department of Administrative Services (DAS). This agency had
responsibility for reviewing employment actions taken by the Directors of
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E.LEGAL MATTERS - Continued
- Stephen Alexander Perry

various State agencies. In my official capacity as Director of DAS, 1 was
named along with various agency Directors and other State government
officials as a defendant in several administrative proceedings and one law
suit involving claims of wrongful discharge of State government civil
service employees from various State agencies. The employee claims were
dismissed. '

. Have you ever been convicted (including pleas of guilty or nolo
contendere) of any criminal violation other than a minor traffic
offense?

No.

. Please advise the Committee of any additional information, favorable
or unfavorable, which you feel should be considered in connection with
your nomination.

I have always endeavored to conduct my business and personal activities in
a completely legal manner and in a manner which is consistent with the
highest standards of integrity and ethics. I pledge to continue this practice
in the position of Administrator — GSA, if confirmed by the U. S. Senate.
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E. FINANCIAL DATA
Stephen Alexander Perry

Financial Data maintained on file in Committee offices.

AFFIDAVIT

Stephen Alexander Perry being duly sworn, hereby states that he has
read and signed the foregoing Statement of Biographical and Financial
Information and that the information provided therein is, to the best of

his knowledge, current, accurate and co%
ZLm /] K% Vv
U

Subscribed and sworn before me this 17 day of /49/[} , 2001

oy 4
Notary Public

EMILY A, KLINK
Motary Public, State of Chio
My Commission Expires Msy 20, 2003
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Pre-hearing Questionnaire for the
Nomination of Stephen A. Perry to be
Administrator, General Services Administration

1. Nomination Process and Conflicts of Interest

1. Why do you believe the President nominated you to serve as Administrator of the General
Services Administration?

President Bush has expressed the need to maintain strong general management and
Jeadership skills in positions such as Administrator of the General Services
Administration in order to continuously improve the overall performance of
government services for all Americans. I believe President Bush nominated me to
serve in this position because I have extensive experience in senior general
management positions for large, complex organizations which included several
areas similar to the duties and responsibilities of this position.

2. Were any conditions, expressed or implied, attached to your nomination? If so, please
explain.
No.

3. What specific background and experience affirmatively qualifies you to be Administrator

of GSA? Please describe your background and experience in relation to GSA’s various
roles, which, as you know, include procurernent, information technology, public
buildings, and management of the agency.

From 1993 — 2001, I was an officer of The Timken Company with responsibility for
worldwide human resources management, global purchasing and corporate
communications. My career at The Timken Company began in 1964 as a Stock Clerk and
concluded as a Senior Vice President with my retirement on March 30, 2001 after 37 years.
During my career at Timken, I gained valuable experience in successfully managing and
leading large groups of individuals in a complex organization. The Timken Company is a
leading international manufacturer of highly engineered bearings and alloy steel. The
company has more than 50 manufacturing plants and 100 sales, design and distribution
centers in 25 countries. Annual sales are $2.7 Billion and the company has 21,000
employees. The background and experience I gained at Timken which are most similar to
the duties and responsibilities of the Administrator of the General Services Administration
include purchasing, internal and external communications, marketing communications,
government relations and public affairs, finance and accounting, human resource
recruitment, training and development, employee relations, union relations and
compensation management.

U.S. Senate Gover ! Affairs Committee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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From 1991 ~ 1992, I was Director of the Ohio Department of Administrative Services
(DAS). Then Governor George V. Voinovich appointed me to serve in his Cabinet as head
of this agency, with 1,300 employees and a $1.4 Billion annual budget. In this position, I
gained valuable background and experience similar to the duties and responsibilities of the
Administrator of the General Services Administration, because as head of DAS I was
responsible providing administrative support and a variety of enabling services to all other
state agencies to assist them in achieving their agency missions. My duties and
responsibilities included providing workspace for all State employees through the DAS -
Division of Public Works which provided architectural, construction and maintenance
services for public buildings and leased space from private sector companies. DAS also
included the Division of State Purchasing for procurement of supplies and equipment and
services, the Division of Computer Services for the State computer center operations and
procurement of computer systems and telecommunications services and the Division of
State Personnel Services which included recruitment, training, collective bargaining and
compensation management. DAS also had programs in the areas of equal employment
opportunity and minority business development. My responsibilities also included having
a key leadership role in several of the Governor’s initiatives including, the Operations
Improvement Task Force and Total Quality Management Practices to improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of all state agencies and I served as Governor Voinovich’s
designee on the Committee on Managing for the Future of Ohio’s Higher Education
System.

I believe that my background in accounting, finance, purchasing, associate relations,
performance management, continuous improvement and general management as
developed and applied during my 37 year career at The Timken Company and during my 2
years as Director of the Ohio Department of Administrative Services agency provides me
with the background, experience and qualifications necessary to successfully carry out the
duties and responsibilities of Administrator of the General Services Administration.

4. Have you made any commitments with respect to the policies and principles you will
attempt to implement as Administrator of GSA? If so, what are they and to whom have
the commitments been made?

No.

U.S. Senate Gover ! Affairs Ce ittee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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3. If confirmed, are there any issues from which you may have to recuse or disqualify

yourself because of a conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict of interest? If so,

please explain what procedures you will use to carry out such a recusal or
disqualification.

1 do not believe there are any issues which involve actual conflicts of interest, however, to
avoid any potential conflicts of interest or even the appearance of a conflict of interest, my
Jetter of April 2, 2001, to the GSA Ethics Official provides that:

» Relating to my former employer and my investment in Timker Company Common Stock —
While The Timken Company does not currently do business with GSA, it does
manufacture and sell bearings and steel component parts to automobile and other
manufacturers which could be incorporated into vehicles and other items purchased by
GSA. Therefore I would disqualify myself from participating in any GSA matters that
have a direct and predictable effect on the financial interests of The Timken Company.

e Relating to uncompensated outside positions —
Pending confirmation, I will resign from the Board of the Pro Football Hall of Fame,
the Ohio Board of Regents, and the Stark County Community Foundation.

11 Roles and Responsibilities of the Administrator, General Services Administration
1. How would you describe the mission of the General Services Administration?
The mission of the General Services Administration is to provide expert solutions in

providing effective work space, products, services and security for federal employees
and thereby enable them to accomplish their agency missions of public service.

U.S. Senate Gover ! Affairs C ittee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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2. What do you consider to be the role and responsibilities of the Administrator, GSA?

A primary role and responsibility of the Administrator of the General Services
Administration is to ensure that there is a strong shared vision of the agency’s
values and mission and to develop the organizational capability necessary to
successfully achieve GSA’s short-term and longer-term goals and objectives. This
includes having effective dialogue among all associates of GSA and effectively
communicating performance goals and expectations throughout the organization to
enhance the understanding and commitment to achieving the agency’s mission,
goals and objectives. It includes establishing the appropriate organizational
structure and staffing plan and then identifying and bridging the gap between the
skills and competencies necessary for success versus the current skills and
competencies of employees. It also includes allocating resources, and rigorously
applying a performance management process with approprizte measures, rewards
and recognition to motivate high performance and continuous improvement and
accountability.

3. What do you propose are the major challenges facing the GSA, and how do you propose
to address them?

Among the major challenges facing GSA are items mentioned in the recent audit
reports of the Government Accounting Office (GAO) and the GSA Inspector
General. This includes the need for continued progress in incorporating the
practices outlined in the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GRPA)
to achieve outcome-orientated goals in key program areas including achieving cost-
effective procurement, addressing the backlog of repairs and alterations to federal
buildings, maintaining adequate security and increasing the use of technology,
including e-government initiatives, into government operations.

4. What are your priorities for the agency?

Successful accomplishment of the mission of the General Services Administration
should be measured in term of the high level of continuous improvement in
efficiency and effectiveness we achieve in meeting the needs of our customer
agencies, thereby enabling them to successfully achieve their missions of public
service. My priorities for GSA will be to: 1) help develop a shared understanding
and commitment to the agency’s values and mission outlined above and to have each
GSA employee take the initiative necessary to achieve our short term and longer
term goals and objectives; 2) to help develop the skills and competencies of each
individual and the overall organization’s capability as necessary to successfully
accomplish our performance goals and objectives; and 3) achieve this while
maximizing the career success of each GSA employee.

U.S. Senate Gover ! Affairs C ittee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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II1. GSA Operations

1. In your view, how well has GSA fulfilled its mission and what is your vision for GSA’s
future? What objectives would like to achieve during your tenure?

Much of what I have read and heard about GSA in recent weeks, indicates that the
agency is making good progress toward fulfilling is mission. At the same time, the
audit reports of the GAO, the GSA Inspector General and reports of GSA
management indicate areas where there is certainly room for more improvement. If
I am confirmed by the U.S. Senate to serve as Administrator of the General Services
Administration, I will work with the team at GSA to achieve the successful
implementation of the needed improvements called for in the GAO, IG and GSA
management reports mentioned above and those outlined in the Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA). In addition, I will work to achieve
an understanding of our mission throughout the agency as well as a strong
commitment by all GSA employees to take the steps necessary to achieve it.

2. How will you incorporate results management into your day-to-day leadership of the
agency?

Managing for results requires a comprehensive and coordinated performance
management process which motivates every member of the team to execute their
role in an efficient and effective manner. The success of the performance
management process depends upon building a strong foundation with a clear
articulation and dialogue about the agency’s values, mission, goals and objectives.
This dialogue among employees throughout the organization is critical to achieving
the necessary understanding and commitment that is necessary to cause GSA
employees to fully exert their talents and energies as necessary to achieve the goals
and objectives of the agency. Managing for results also requires rigorous
measurement of performance and appropriate reward and recognition for
achievement as well as the willingness to take the corrective action needed when
results are not being achieved. The critical few measurements for each area should )

" be identified and tracked by the responsible people in each area daily, weekly,
monthly, quarterly or as necessary to provide an early warning signal as to whether
we are on target to achieve expected results.

U.S. Senate Gover ! Affairs C ittee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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3. In recent years, GSA has made a commitment to reorganization and reinvention,

separating its policy and oversight responsibilities from its service delivery operations.

What is your opinion of the progress GSA has made, and how will you see to it that GSA
continues this effort? '

I have not yet been able to observe the progress GSA has made on separating its
policy and oversight responsibilities from its service delivery operations. This must
be achieved in 2 manner which does not distract the organization from achieving the
service delivery expectations of our customer agencies. )

4. A number GAO reports have highlighted the need for agencies to expend more resources
on effective training and professional development programs to better equip federal
employees for the workplace of the future. Based on your experience, what priority
would you place on workplace development, and how would you emphasize the
continuous learning in your agency?

Based on my experience, I would definitely place a very high priority on developing
the talents, skills and competencies of people in the organization and recruiting
people with skills we need from outside the organization. There is no other way to
improve our organizational capability to the level necessary for successful
achievement of our mission, goals and objectives. Without the necessary talent,
skills and competencies, we can’f succeed. It is important to note that while the
organization should facilitate this employee development process as needed for
organizational success, each individual must also take responsibility for his or her
own development as needed for personal career success.

Senator George Voinovich, Representative Tom Davis and others on Senate and
House committees have expressed concern about the progress agencies are making
in the education, training and succession planning for the federal workforce. One
example of how the issue is relevant to GSA is in the procurement area. In 1996 the
Clinger-Cohen Act required the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) to
establish standards for college level educational achievement and ongoing training
guidelines for the acquisition workforce in civilian agencies, such as GSA, similar to
those previously established for the Department of Defense acquisition workforce.
Of GSA’s nearly 2,700 contracting officers, only 31% have college degrees. GSA is
in the process of establishing an office to ensure that appropriate education and
training levels are achieved to improve the capability of GSA’s acquisition
workforce. Another example of how this issue is relevant to GSA is in the
technology area. While GSA appears to have a good track record in the education
level and ongoing training of Information Technology (IT) professionals, the current
high demand for highly skilled IT workers is putting pressure on GSA’s ability to
attract and retain the talent needed in this area to develop and maintain the
technology-based systems for government operations of the future. GSA must take

U.S. Senate Gove ! Affairs C. ittee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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steps to enhance the nature of the career opportunity and quality of work life as
necessary to improve recruitment and retention given the extraordinary market for
IT skills.

5. An agency needs senior leaders who are drivers of continuous improvement in order to
become a high-performance organization. What do you feel is the best approach for
motivating career employees, or any employees for that matter, to achieve excellence?

1 believe that a great part of what motivates employees to achieve high performance
and continuous improvement is the degree to which they are personally committed
and aligned with the values, mission, goals and objectives of the organization. This
commitment and alignment is te be generated in the performance management
process. This process includes a clear articulation of and dialogue about the
organizational values, mission, goals and objectives which provides the opportunity
for clarification, debate and buy-in by individuals. This builds the foundation for
understanding, agreement, internalization, commitment and alignment, This is a
strong driver of high performance and the extra intellectual and physical effort
-necessary to go beyond the minimum requirements of the job to continuous
improvement. The overall performance management process includes sab-
processes for the development of strategies, business plans, individual performance
expectations, effective communication, teamwork, performance measurement and
corrective action. In addition to these motivators for organizational success, high
performance and continuous improvement is also driven by motivators for personal
success or the reward and recognition process.

6. Concemns have been raised that changes in how agencies achieve their mission objectives
and that downsizing through attrition and voluntary separations have left some agencies
with gaps in necessary skills and many workers who are eligible to retire in the next few
years. In fact, human capital management is on GAQ’s “high risk” list as a major
challenge facing the government. How do you envision GSA addressing this issue?

This is to some extent covered in my answer to item IIL, 4 above. Senator
Veinovich’s hearings and articles regarding “The Crisis in Human Capital,” call
attention to the fact the organizational capability of many government agencies
could be adversely affected by continued attrition and inadequate ability to recruit.
people with the skills and competencies needed. This is relevant to GSA where
nearly half the employees will be eligible to retire in the next five years. Human
capital management is a critically important at GSA, including recruitment,
retention, training, maintaining a pesitive and productive work environment and
competitive compensation, reward and recognition for high performance.

U.8. Senare Gove ! Affairs Co ittee Pre-hearing O



129

8

7. The Governmental Affairs Committee is committed to ensuring the use of performance-
based management in federal agencies. For performance-based management to be truly
effective, the organization must adopt a culture that uses these management principles for
day-to-day decision making rather than simply complying with ammual reporting
requirement. Some agencies have been more successful at accomplishing this cultural
change than others. Do you believe GSA currently uses performance management to
accomplish its mission? What changes, if any, do you believe are necessary to improve
results through better use of performance management?

I am a strong proponent of performance-based management. This approach is
essential to achieving a high performance organization and a continuous
improvement culture. I have not been able to observe whether GSA is currently
being successful in nsing performance-based management to accomplish its mission.
However, the June 2000, audit report by the GAO was somewhat critical of GSA’s
efforts in this area. The report indicated that GSA had less than optimal results
because the data used to evaluate performance was unreliable and some of the
performance measures selected were not good indicators of key performance areas
of interest to customer agencies. GSA’s approach should be reviewed for
improvement in light of these findings.

8. GAO and the GSA IG have identified longstanding management problems that hamper
GSA's ability to accomplish its mission. In its analysis of GSA's FY 1999 Performance
Report, GAO wrote that GSA had only "limited discussion of major management
challenges." Some in Congress have inisisted that agencies set concrete goals for solving
many of these problems, especially when they hamper an agency's ability to accomplish
its mission. Others believe that agencies can also develop and report on plans to address
these concemns through alternative means. What will you do to motive GSA to address
some of its longstanding management problems? How will you report to Congress on
GSA's progress in addressing its major management challenges?

The “major management challenges” must be understood in terms of how their
resolution will contribute to achieving the values, mission, goals and objectives of
GSA. An organization which is strongly aligned with and committed to its shared
values, mission, goals and objectives will be motivated to resolve any impediment to
their achievement. Since these items are “major management challenges,” it may
take an extended period of time to resolve them fully. Consequently, a
comprehensive plan should be developed showing what is to be done, by whom and
by when. The achievement of milestones should be closely monitored so that we can
hold ourselves accountable for making progress as planned. This same plan and
monitoring used for management purposes would serve as the basis for reporting
progress to Congress.
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IV. Information Technology
1. What steps do you plan to take to focus management attention on important IT issues,

such as electronic government? What do you see as the goals of a digital government?
How would you help bring them about?

The internet and electronic technology is revolutionizing the way work is done. The
concept of e-government brings enormous opportunity for improving speed and
efficiency of transactions and creating new business models to provide value for
customer agencies to enable them to achieve their missions of service to citizens.
The several councils within GSA and other agencies which have expertise in this
area should conduct a coordinated review to develop a strategy and implementation
plan for this area.

2. Last year, GSA in concert with other agencies, launched a single federal web site, or
portal, known as firstgov.gov. The site provides access to a range of federal services and
information. How do you intend to improve the current version?

This single portal to make access to individual federal government agency web sites
easier and more customer-friendly makes sense. I have not developed any pre-
conceived notions for changing the current version, but certainly this single portal
site should be reviewed from time to time to ensure that it does not become hard for
users to navigate or slow.

3. The Committee on Governmental Affairs has made governmentwide information
technology security a priority agenda item. Currently, GSA works with civilian agencies
in providing information technology security services and alerts. Given the importance of
protecting federal systems from internal and extemal threats, how will you go about
determining if GSA is meeting civilian agency needs? What changes, if any, would you
make to the way GSA has approached information security?

Information technology security must continue to be a priority agenda item. The
use of up-to-date electronic technology for detection and prevention of unauthorized
attempts to gain access to information and physical security of information assets is
essential. Employee training on security procedures and compliance reviews should
be conducted regularly. Preventative and corrective actions should be taken as
required. It is my understanding that GSA's Federal Technology Service is charged
with assisting federal agencies in meeting the security challenges of an open systems
environment. The National Plan for Information Systems Protection identifies the
Assistant Comumissioner for Information Assurance and Critical Infrastructure
Protection, Federal Technology Service, as the Executive Agent for the Federal
Sector, responsible for assisting Federal Departments and Agencies in the
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implementation of best practices for information assurance across the Federal
Government. In this role, the Office of Information Assurance and Critical
Infrastructure Protection oversees a national level effort designed to make the
Federal Government a model for information security and critical infrastructure
protection. The effectiveness of this approach should be reviewed from time to time
to determine if there are opportunities for improvement. :

In 1999, GAO reported that both the Federal Supply Service and Federal Technology
Service officials cited the inability to recruit and retain top-level staff as a bamier o
operating in 2 business-like manner. What will you do to ensure that GSA has the staff it
needs to accomplish its mission effectively?

Recruitment and retention of people with the needed skills and competencies will be
maximized only if GSA is perceived as a “great place to work.” The ingredients
necessary to create and sustain this perception include having a positive and
productive work environment, interesting and challenging work, career
development opportunities and adequate reward and recognition, If also requires
effective marketing communication about the opportunities at GSA and aggressive
recruitment and periodic re-recruitment of current staff. Winning the “war for
talent” is a daunting task today for both public and private organizations. The best
results will come from having a well-defined business plan goals and objectives
which is used to develop an organizational capability development plan which, in
turn, yields a detailed staffing (development and recruitment) plan to be executed
and continually updated.

Federal agencies, like the private sector, are increasingly using the Intemet to deliver
programs and services. Congress, the Administration, and the public increasingly expect
government to provide services similarly to the best run private sector companies. GSA is
playing an active role in promoting E-government through several functions: The Office
of B-government in particular works with Federal agencies, OMB, and others to identify
opportunities for common policy and shared responsibility for addressing
government-wide issues in clectronic comumerce; promotes electronic access and
interaction between Federal agencies (both civilian and military) and citizens, businesses,
and institutions, as well as foreign and State and local governments; and promotes
electronic acquisition.

a ‘What are the primary benefits you see for the American people for
e-government?

As I mentioned in response to question IV, 1 above, the Internet and
electronic technology is revolntionizing the way work is done. The concept of
e-government brings enormous opportunity for improving speed and
efficiency of transactions and creating new business models to provide value
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for customer agencies and thereby enhance their ability to achieve their
missions of service to citizens.

b. What do you believe are the primary obstacles to moving e-government
forward both for GSA and government-wide?

Certainly one of the obstacles to be dealt with is having the people with the
necessary skills and competencies in this rapidly changing technical area,
Another obstacle to be avoided will be the temptation to try to design and
install e-government in one big step. I believe it will be prudent to develop
an approach which builds on the progress of past efforts and implements the
changes in phases rather than attempting to desige and implement a
complete e-government process all at once. A phased approach will be more
manageable and more affordable.

6. E-government promises to create a more cost effective and efficient government with
programs and services accessible to citizens based on their interests, rather than those of
individual agencies. However, thus far, progress towards e-government at the federal
level has been uneven. There is a perceived lack of coordinated Ieadership which has led
many to support the idea of a Federal CIO in the Office of Management and Budget.
Given GSA’s ongoing work in this area, how would you envision GSA working with a
Federal CIO to enhance e-government? '

Successful implementation and use of an initiative as far-reaching and highly
technical as e-government will require coordinated leadership across many federal
agencies which have expertise and responsibilities in this area. Coordinated ’
leadership may very well be affected by the organizational structure used. I will
welcome the opportunity to work with my Administration colleagues and the
Congress to fashion an organizational structure for ¢ffective coordination for
planning execution and accountability for results.
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7. Firstgov.gov is the one-stop web portal designed to provide citizens access to government
information. FirstGov is a joint project of the federal government and the private
FedSearch Foundation, which oversees the search engine that powers the site. The site
enables citizens to search the full text of millions of government Web pages and is the
first step towards a central portal for citizens to access government programs and services
irrespective of which agency is involved. At the same time, efforts'to create partnerships

with the private sector have been limited.

a. What concerns have been expressed by the private sector regarding
Firstgov.gov? Do you agree with these concerns and, if so, would you work to
address themn?

Providing the myriad of services necessary to design and operate this site wounld be
of great interest to private sector firms in this business area. GSA should explore
opportunities to involve additional firms in public/private partnerships of other
contract relationships.

b. What are the strengths-and weaknesses of FirstGov as a government-wide
portal and single point of access for the American people?

Providing easy access to federal department and agency web sites is very desirable
for enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of the government’s requirement to
provide valuable information and services to constituents.

Potential weaknesses, such as overloading sites with non-value content and failing to
keep the site easy to access and navigate will be minimized by frequent assessments
of customer satisfaction and ongoing updates to keep the sites current and relevant.

c. Has the effectiveness of FirstGov.gov been limited by the current process
of “passing the hat”” among agencies to fund the project?

I hiave not yet reviewed all the details of the current process for funding

FirstGov.gov or planned changes to that process. Given the importance of this item,
an appropriate funding process should be selected.
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8. GSA’s Office of Intergovernmental Solutions is also working to promote e-government.
The office has started what appear to be several initiatives designed to facilitate increased
cooperation between federal, state, local, and county governments on e-government
projects. These include the “Govermnment Without Boundaries” project; Pi2 - to build
“communities of practice” among officials across government; and an Inventory of online
initiatives in the Federal government.

a. Please describe how these initiatives relate to the work being done in
GSA’s Office of E-Government.

b. What are the funding requirements necessary, if any, to effectively
promote the kind of cross-government collaboration envisioned by these projects?

c. How can the Administration and Congress best provide support for these
initiatives?

My response to item IV, 8 - a, b and ¢ above is limited because I have not yet
reviewed all the details of the e-government initiatives of GSA’s Office of
Intergovernmental Solutions or GSA’s Office of e-government. Coordinating
the work of these groups and facilitating increased cooperation between
federal, state and local governments on e-government initiatives appears to
be the right approach. To determine how to best support the e-government
initiative, the Administration and Congress should review and approve a
comprehensive plan which outlines the major phases of development and
implementation steps to be taken and the time schedule for completion.

9. As early as August 1999, GSA reported on the emerging trend of “integrated service
delivery” as governments at the state, local, and international level were beginning to
reorganize themselves to provide multiple online transactions and services via a single
“portal” or interface. GSA reviewed sites of governments around the world and found
that many governments are restructuring processes before integrating services and
providing them online.

a. What will be the likely long term effects of this trend on government
organizations, structure, and functions?

b. What steps should our government take to best prepare for these changes?

Integrated service delivery by governments at federal, state and local levels may be a
useful way of improving efficiency and effectiveness and should be evalnated.
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In 1999, GSA apparently decided to discontinue the Information Technology Innovation
Fund (ITIF). While some outstanding projects are continuing, no new monies are being
collected or obligated from this account. This fund was created in FY1995 using
management savings from the FTS 2000 long distance telecommunications program. It
provided approximately $5.2 million annually in seed money for innovative IT projects
designed to provide more efficient and effective delivery of service to the public and
multiple agencies. Projects were expected to be self-sufficient within two years and to
provide future reimbursement to the Fund where feasible. Even though this fund is now
inactive, there continues to be a need to fund the kind of cross-agency IT initiatives that
can increase efficiencies and reduce operating costs for agencies.

‘What are some of the key lessons from GSA’s administration of the ITIF?
The Innovation Fund is not a separate revolving fund, but only an account within

the Information Technelogy Fund, which supports FTS® government-wide
telecommunications and information technology activities. The Innovation Fund

* was funded by the rates in the long distance telecommunications program (FTS

2000), which was a manpdatory source by statute. When the Innovation Fund was
conceived, the Interagency Management Council (IMC) and GSA agreed to use a
portion of the FT'S 2000 rates as the funding source since all agencies were
benefiting from the mandatory FIS2000 program. Now the FTS programs are
competitive sources and their rates cannot support an additional cost for innovative
cross-agency IT projects. Thus, the small remaining balance in the Innovation
Fund has been set aside to support the already approved projects. Currently,
GSA’s Innovation Fund is not active.

What current processes and sources of funding does GSA have in place to
support innovative IT initiatives with cross-agency impact? How muchis
available and what is the mechanism for selecting and monitoring projects?

In recent years, funding for interagency e-government initiatives has been obtained
by soliciting support from agencies involved in the interagency ¢ouncils.
Approximately $16 million will be collected from agencies in fiscal year 2001 to
support the activities of the CIO Council, the CFO Council and the Procurement
Executives Council (PEC). In addition, Congress appropriated $2 million in fiscal
year 2001 for e-government,

Do you believe the absence of a centralized IT fund hinders the federal
government’s efforts to move forward with E-government?

Even with the absence of a centralized IT Fund, funding for e-government

_ initiatives seems to be forthcoming, President Bush’s budget proposes $20 million

in 2002, and the funding will grow to a total of $160 million over three years to
support interagency e-government initiatives.
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V. Procurement
1. ‘What steps will you take to ensure that GSA provides procurement services to customer

agencies which will help them successfully accomplish their mission goals? What steps
will you take to be responsive to the diverse needs of customer agencies?

Providing excellent procurement services to customer agencies is a core competency
of GSA and accordingly must be given a high priority to continue to receive the
resources and training necessary. It appears that GSA has taken steps to be
“customer-centric” and has established performance expectations and goals to
provide customer satisfaction. This approach should be continued and enhanced as
needed to assure that GSA. is responsive to the diverse need of customer agencies.

2. What changes, if any, would you make to the way GSA has approached procurement
reform?

President Bush’s Administration, through the OMB, Office of Federal Procurement
Policy has indicated the need to make further improvement in the federal
procurement process. Additionally, the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of
1994 specifies fundamental changes to be made to the government’s procurement
process. I would plan to work with my colleagues to develop and implement these
required changes to improve efficiency, effectiveness and value to our customer
agencies.

3. President Bush’s budget blueprint encourages agencies to use technology to reduce the
cost of buying products. In other words he supports the expanded use of an electronic
contracting process. How will GSA help agencies move to this paperless contracting
process?

One good example of this is e-buy, a paperless electronic procurement program
which is a component of the GSA Advantage! program. This initiative expands
electronic contracting with cost-effective and time saving on-line purchasing by
agencies.
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4. Last year’s National Defense Authorization bill contained a requirement for GAQ to
convene a pansl of experts to review the OMB Cireular A-76 process which govems
public-private competitions when the government wants to outsource a function. GAO
has formed the “Commercial Activities Panel” to carry out this mandate. In addition,
OMB Director Daniels has ordered 2 more shori-term review of the process.

a. What are your views on the A-76 process?
b, How involved do you plan to be in the various reviews that are ongoing?

President Bush’s Administration, through the OMB memorandum of March 9,
2001, has indicated the desire to increase public-private competition to explore -
opportunities for outsourcing activities now performed by federal agencies. The
memo directed that by September 30, 2002, all agencies are to complete
competitions or direct conversions of at least five percent of their Full Time
Equivalents (FTE’s) performing Commercial Activities, as identified on the
agencies’ Federal Activities Inventory Reform Act (FAIR Act) inventories. Five
percent of GSA’s FAIR Act Iuventory is 367 FTE’s. The memorandum also
restated President Bush’s commitment to have public-private competition for at
least fifty percent of agency FTE’s. Fifty percent of GSA’s 2000 FAIR Act
Inventory is 3,669 FTE’s. OMB has reported that the Circular A-76 process has
successfully yielded cost reduction and value improvements in the past and should
be re-invigorated. GSA will need to quickly develop an action plan and a time
schedule to meet the requirements of this directive.

5. GSA’s Federal Technology Service and Federal Supply Service are being positioned to
increase their share of the federal market in providing products and services. How will
you ensure that these organizations are positioned to fully leverage the government’s vast
buying power? How will you ensure that these organizations have improved efficiency
through identifying opportunities for shared services (e.g., personnel, contracting} while
eliminating any redundant services? How will you ensure-that these organizations are not
competing with private industry? ’

The combined purchasing volumes of the Federal Supply Service and the Federal
Technology Service present an opportunity to take advantage of massive economies
of scale. Moreover, aggregate technology purchases by GSA are likely to grow as
the demand for IT products and Services continues fo increase. At this point, I have
not yet reviewed these matters to the extent necessary to have developed a specific
plan of action. However, I recognize the importance of this issue. If confirmed, this’
certainly will be a high priority area for me.
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Recent years have seen an explosion of government-wide and inter-agency contract
vehicles. Some firms in the vendor community have expressed concern about the
proliferation of such vehicles. They are concermned that these vehicles are becoming
uneconomical because too little business is spread over too many contracts. Do you
believe that GSA should play a role in responding to these concerns, and how would you
conceive that role? . :

At this point, I have not yet reviewed these matters to the extent necessary to have
developed a specific plan of action.

GSA charges federal agencies fees for using their inferagency contracts. We understand

that there may be variation in the fees being charged for similar services. We also are
concerned that the fees being generated may substantially exceed the actual costs; and
circumvent congressional oversight and control.  Could you explain how these fees are
being established to ensure that they recover the actual costs for managing and
administering the multi-agency contracts?

At this pelnt, I have not yet reviewed these matters to the extent necessary to have
developed a specific plan-of action. I am aware that the he General Accounting
Office, at the request of this committee, is evaluating the fees being charged on
multi-agency contracts to determine if the fees are being established fo recover the
actual costs for managing and administering the contracts. If confirmed, I will
review the GAO’s findings and, if necessary, take appropriate action to ensure that
GSA’s policies and practices conform to the letter and spirit of the law.

With a significant portion of GSA’s acquisition workforce eligible to retire in the next
few years, GSA must begin initiatives to recruit, develop, and retain its fiture acquisition
workforce. Afier a decade of consecutive years of downsizing, we face serious
imbalances in the skills and experience of our acquisition workforce.  How will you
respond to this challenge?

1 recognize the importance of this issue, including the fact that 44% of GSA’s
acquisition workforce will be cligible to retire in 2005. At this point, I have not yet
reviewed these matters to the extent necessary to have developed a specific plan of
action. As I mentioned in my response to item III, 4- I would definitely place a very
bigh priority on developing the talents, skills and competencies of people in the
organization and recruiting people with skills we need from outside the
organization. There is no other way to improve our organizational capability to the
level necessary for successful achievement of our mission, goals and objectives.
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The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 authorized two pilot programs for share-in-savings
contracts for information technology solutions. With these confracts, a contractor pays
the up front costs of implementing a new system and-is paid out of any resulting savings.
The risk to the government is low, but the benefits can be great. To date, the Clinger-
Cohen authority has not been used, although GSA recently worked with the Department
of Education to award an IT share-in-savings contract to update its Student Financial
Assistance systems. Do you support increased use of IT share-in-savings contracts within
GSA and throughout government? If so, what steps would you recommend to promote
their use?

I recognize the importance of this issue. At this point, I have not yet reviewed these
matters to the extent necessary to have developed a specific plan of action. If
confirmed, this certainly will be a high priority area for me.

The federal government has increased its use of reverse auctions. Under these

procedures, vendors bid online to offer the lowest price to sell their goods or services to

the government.

a. The concept of reverse auctions is relatively new in government
purchasing. What are the strengths and weaknesses of using this type of
purchasing procedure?

b. There are currently no regulations that would provide consistency in
reverse auction procedures among the agencies. Do you believe there
should be? '

c. To your knowledge, are small business participating in these
auctions? Why of why not?

Reverse auctions can be a very useful tool for improving the value of purchases for
federal agencies and broadening the number of suppliers which have an opportunity
to participate in federal contracts. These electronic on-line sessions to some extent
represent an automation of the existing process. The same good procurement rules
and practices which are used in conventional RFP and bidding procedures should
continue to apply to this automated approach. Consequently, I would not expect
current regulation to require significant conceptual revision. Training for suppliers
will ensure that large and small business will enhance their opportunity to
participate.
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11. GSA is advertising the availability of its multiple award schedules (listing multiple

qualified vendors available for contracts with the government) on the sides of buses and

in subway stations and commercial radio advertisements? Do you believe this is the most
effective way to promote the use of these schedules? -

For marketing communication to be most effective, it should be channeled through
the varions mediums which will enable the message to reach the targeted audience
with the frequency and content necessary to cause the desired reaction. Periodic
reviews and surveys of users of the multiple award schedules will provide the facts
to be analyzed to help determine if the approach mentioned above is effective or
should be modified.
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¥1. Public Buildings

GSA’s Public Buildings Service (PBS) is the largest real estate organization in the nation.
With resources of about $6 billion a year, PBS constructs, leases, manages, maintains,
and protects various types of federal property assets. Are there innovative real estate
management approaches used in the private sector that you would like to see PBS use?

There are opportunities to expand the use of public/private partuerships in
developing leased space for federat offices.

The Public Buildings Service is currently faced with aging and deteriorating buildings
and various obstacles that impede effective real property management and disposal. How
do you plan to address these challenges?

Accurate data regarding the highest priority and a time schedule for completing
repair and alteration work should be developed for review, approval and execution.
Hopefully, this will be facilitated by GSA’s newly developed, web-based building
assessment system that is to provide information on the conditien of all federal
buildings including information for necessary to quantify the impact of repair and
alteration investments for purposes of prioritization decision-making. Legislation
{i.e,, 5. 2805 & H.R. 3285) has been proposed that would provide some additional
funding and authorize use of public/private partnerships to renovate and modernize
federal buildings.

" GSA must make a concerted effort to enhance the level of security for federal employees

and federal buildings. With respect to this critical issue:

4 What are the primary obstacles that must be overcome to improve
security?

GAO and GSA Inspector General audits indicate that security operations have
traditionally been hampered by the inconsistencies which flowed from the lack of
direct line anthority for the Federal Protective Service (FPS), inadequate number of
security guards, inadequate training and the need to enhance pay and benefits to
attract and retain required personnel.

b. ‘What indicators are there in GSA’s budget, strategic plans, or performance
plans that this issue will be a priority for you and the Administration?
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In November, 2000, the GSA Administrator address one of the obstacles listed above
by establishing direct line authority for all Regional Divisions of the FPS to report to
the FPS Assistant Commissioner within PBS at the Central Office. Another obstacle
is at least partially addressed as $1.2 Billion has been spent on building security
since 1995, and the pumber of security guards has been nearly doubled to
approximately 7,000. ‘GSA has designated improving security as one of the “Big
Nine” top performance measures for the Agency.

¢ " Do you have any prior expenience with respect to employee and building
security issues?

My responsibilities at The Timken Company included providing security for office
buildings, manufacturing plants and assets through the use of our in-house security
personnel and closed circuit TV and other monjtoring devices.

4. Last year Senator Licberman and I introduced, by request, S. 2805, a bill to reform the
way the government manages its federal property assets. As you know, the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act has not been overhauled since its passage in
1949. Will you work with this Commitiee to find ways to improve federal property asset
management? Does the Administration plan to request that Senators Thompson and
Lieberman introduce this legislation this year? If so, will the Administration work to
resolve concerns expressed by some advocates for the homeless, as the Clinton
Administration indicated it would do?

Yes. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, the major law overseeing
Federal assets, is over 50 years old and has never been significantly revised. Additionally, Act focuses on
disposal as opposed a total asset management approach that considers the entire life cycle of property.
If confirmed, Iwould certainly work with Senators Thompson and Licberman and other members of
Congress on irproving the process for federal property asset management.
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3. GSA in past years has promulgated “Emergency Electricity Reduction Measures™ or

“Tactical Curtailment Plans” aimed at responding to national and regional energy
shortages resulting from extreme summer temperatures and electricity supply shortages.

a. Given the extreme drought conditions in the Western United States and known
supply problems in California and the West and potentially New York City, what
are GSA’s plans for curtailing federal energy demand for this summer, nationally
and by region?

At the present time, GSA is pursuing efforts to reduce energy consumption in all
federal property. On May 3, President Bush instructed all federal agencies to
reduce their peak hour electricity use in the state of California. In compliance with
this directive, GSA will increase its energy conservation efforts by adding actions
such as turning thermostats to 78 degrees, stopping escalators, and turning off non-
essential electric lights. These and other energy saving measures must also be
considered for other regions of the Nation.

b. As Administrator, what will you do to make sure that the Federal Government is
responsive to energy shortages during the summer or whenever, they occur?)

To be responsive to energy shortages, we must become even more proactive in
energy conservation by investing in energy efficient technologies and by use of
appropriate procedures for heating, cooling and lighting federal facilities. From
what I have read, GSA appears to be making good progress in the energy
conservation effort. For example, GSA reports that from 1985 to 2000, energy
consumption was reduced by 20% by use of efficient technologies and procedures.
In addition, GSA is actively promoting the "Energy Star" label program to focus
attention and stimulate results in this area.

c. Since supply problems in major regions of the country, such as California, are
expected to persist for several years, what is GSA doing to accelerate energy
efficiency investments at Federal facilities in those regions where energy supplies
are forecasted to be tight? And what are you prepared to do, as GSA
Administrator, to try to accelerate federal conservation and demand management
investments in these most challenged areas?

If T am confirmed as Administrator of General Services, I will work with federal,

state, and local officials to promote and implement strategic energy management
solutions that ensure that energy consumption is further reduced.
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6. Executive Order 13123, promulgated in 1999, requires Federal agencies to reduce energy

consumption in their facilities by 30% by 2005 and by 35% by 2010 against a baseline of

1985 levels. Additional goals are provided for industrial and laboratory facilities. GSA,

as stated in its “Implementation Plan” for Executive Order 13123, is the Government's
largest landlord.

a. How much of the planned reductions has GSA already achieved,
and will GSA meet the goals set out in the Executive Order and its

" Implementation Plan?
b. What are your views about the goals in Executive Order 13123,

such as the promotion of energy savings products and designs, reduction
in greenhouse gases, and water conservation efforts?

My response to item VI, 6 ~ a and b is somewhat limited because I have not yet
reviewed all the details of GSA’s work in this area, however, I know that energy
conservation in buildings is a very important issue, not only for GSA and federal
buildings, but for the entire Nation’s public and private facilities. Recent energy
shortages in California illustrate the fact that more progress needs to be made in
this area. President Bush has made Energy Policy a priority for his Administration.
Having recently worked in the Steel Industry, a high volume consumer of energy, I
know how vital energy conservation is to our Nation’s economy and the resulting
quality of life for individuals, GSA will continue to have a significant role to play in
achieving the energy conservation goals outlined in Executive Order 13123 and the
additional requirements anticipated from President Bush’s energy conservation
expectations.
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VII. Background and Experience

1. In 2000, you served as a member of the State of Ohio Management Improvement
Commission. Last November, that panel issued 163 recommendations to make
improvements in customer service and cost savings for state agencies. The American
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) raised concems about
not being consulted as the recommendations were being developed, and that certain
recommendations could negatively impact worker compensation, according to a press
release issued by AFSCME (attached).

a. ‘What is your response to these concerns?

The leadership of AFSCME in Ohio has an interest in improving customer services
and cost savings for state agencies. Consequently, I believe they should be a
participant in such studies and in the implementation of recommendations to
enhance the agency’s ability to achieve its mission of service to citizens while
meeting the needs of the agency’s employees to the greatest extent it can.

b. What will be your approach to labor/management relations if you are
confirmed to head the General Services Administration?

My approach to labor/management relations will be one which embodies
understanding and respect of the role and responsibilities of the parties and a
recognition that working together cooperatively is essential.

c. Describe your experience with organizations representing workers in your
role as Director of the Ohio Department of Administrative Services as well as
your work as senior vice president for the Timken Company.

As Director of the Ohio Department of Administrative Services, I worked
cooperatively with organizations representing State employees, including AFSCME,
UFCW and FOP. I believe we accomplished a great deal to maintain a positive and
productive work environment and to enhance the quality, timeliness, efficiency and
effectiveness of service provided to agency customers. For example, I worked
closely with Paul Goldberg, Ron Alexander and other leaders of AFSCME to go
beyond the regular work of contract negotiation and contract administration to
develop a collaborative approach. This included discussion of how we might refine
and implement many of the Operations Improvement Task Force recommendations
for improving operations and restructuring as necessary to achieve the dual goals of
accomplishing quality work for the people of Ohio while maximizing the career
success of employees. Similarly, at The Timken Company, our Labor Relations
team works with the leadership of the United Steelworkers of America in an
atmosphere that reflects our mutual respect for the roles and responsibilities of the
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parties and in the interest of the Timken associates represented. Whether at the
State of Ohio, The Timken Company or at the federal government,

~ Labor/Manag t relations should be directed at the common goals of providing
quality work for customers and constituents while maintaining a positivé,
productive and safe work environment where employees have the opportunity-to
maximize their potential for career success. T

2. Asa member of the Governor’s Operations Improvement Task Force, as well as the Ohio
Board of Regents, you have played a leadership role in efforts to improve efficiency and
effectiveness at the state level.

a. What are some of the primary lessons you have learned in your
efforts to improve efficiencies within government?

Improving efficiencies within government is not exactly the same as might be the
case with most private sector organizations, but there are many fundamental
elements which are the same. For example, one of the necessary conditions is to
have a positive and productive work environment. The foundation for this is in the
commitment that the parties have to both organizational performance goals and
goals for individual career success. High performance organizations are comprised
of individuals who are committed to the values, vision, goals and objectives of the
organization and the organization in turn, is genuinely committed to the success and
well-being of each individual. The tensions which are generated when seeking to
balance these commitments will not be destructive to organizational performance or
individual eareer success as would be the case if one or the other commitment did
not exist. When this foundation of a positive and productive work environment is
in place, the organization can do a much better job of developing strategies, plans,
goal and objectives and executing those plans to achieve resuits. Within government
organizations it is important to recognize that there is a legislative and regulatory
aspect of getting things done which is a very different from what private sector
organizations deal with. Also there may be differing philosophical and political
perspectives fo be accommodated if possible. Still, if the values, vision, goals and'
objectives are shared by the people of the organization, high performance can be

achieved.

b. ‘What are some of the comparisons and contrasts you might anticipate with
respect to fostering productivity improvements at the Federal and state
levels?

Fostering productivity improvements at the federal level as contrasted to the State
level will have many of the same issnes as mentioned above. I think the major
contrast will be in terms of the fact that the federal size and scope is much larger.

U.S. Senate Gover ! Affairs C ittee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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c. What is your ﬁhilosop_hy concerning human capital improvement? What
are the primary strategies you bélieve GSA should pursue to maximize the
productivity of its workforce? :

Ongoing human capital improvement is essential to high performance, continuous
improvement and maximizing the success of any organization. The required pace of
human capital improvement is quickening beyond what traditional methods of
keeping abreast of a persons area of expertise can handle. In this new information
age the speed of information flow and the rapid implementation of new and faster
technology make keeping up with the latest state of knowledge required to do one’s
job well is 2 daunting task. I mentioned above that high performance organizations
are comprised of individuals who are committed to the values, vision, goals and
objectives of the organization and the organization in turn, is genuinely committed
to the success and well-being of each individual. It is also the case that high
performance organizations are comprised of individuals who have the skills,
competence and personal characteristics required to achieve the “stretch target”
goals and objectives necessary to keep pace with the speed of change in today’s
world. The productivity of the GSA workforce will be maximized on the foundation
of 1) a positive, productive and safe work environment; 2) clear strategic direction
with shared vision, values, goal and objectives; 3) an effective organizational
structure designed with clear accountability to maximize results for customers; and
4) staffing of positions with people developed or recruited to bring the skills and
competencies required to achieve the organization’s goals.

3. Especially in the age of the Internet, many managers in the public and private sectors are
struggling with how to effectively deploy information technology to accomplish
organizational missions. The Internet is transforming the way organizations conduct their
business, creating possibilities for entirely new methods of service delivery and business
models. Managers at all levels are being forced to increase their own understanding of
the role of information technology in order to provide effective enterprise wide

leadership.

a. Please describe your own understanding of the role and potential impact of
information technology today and your background in this area.

b. Can you provide examples which demonstrate your competencies in this critical
area?

Information Technology and the Internet have significantly changed the way work
is done. This has created new opportunities for productivity improvement and new
opportunities to accomplish tasks which would have been impossible just a few
years ago. While I am not an information technologist by formal training, I
recognize the importance of this area and the need for all employees to be able to
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take advantage of it from an end-user perspective.

3. A 1993 Columbus Dispatch article (attached) describes a situation in which the owner of
a2 medical supply company was convicted of submitting $31,000 in false billings to the
state for delivery of adult diapers to Medicaid recipients. You are mentioned in the
article as the state official who was overseeing the relevant department at the time.
Because this matter may have fallen under your purview while you were Director of
Administrative Services for the State of Ohio, please describe any knowledge of or
involvement you may have had in this matter.

I did not have any direct involvement in this particular case. The Ohio Department
of Administrative Services — Division of State Personnel may have entered into the
contract for these purchases on behalf of one of the State agencies. It is unfortunate
that a supplier lacked the business ethics and integrity to avoid fraudulent practices.
It is good that the Division of State Purchasing was able to detect the fraud and take
appropriate corrective action.

U.S. Senate Governmental Affairs Committee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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VIILI. Relations with Congress

1. Do you agree without reservation to respond to any reasonable summons to appear and
testify before any duly constituted committee of the Congress if you are confirmed?

Yes.

2. Do you agree without reservation to reply to any reasonable request for information from
any duly constituted committee of the Congress if you are confirmed?

Yes.

IX. Assistance

1. Are these answers your own? Have you consulted with GSA or any interested parties? If
so, please indicate which entities.

The answers given to this questionnaire are my own and I take full responsibility for
them. For the most part the answers are based upen my experiences and upon
information I have read or heard about the operations of GSA. I did consult with
and received helpful assistance from individuals at GSA, namely:

Brian A. Jackson, Special Assistant — GSA Office Congresswnal and
Intergovernmental Affairs

AFFIDAVIT
1, Stephen A. Perry, being duly sworn, hereby state that I have read and signed the foregoing

Statement on Pre-hearing Questions and that the information provided therein is, to the best of my
knowledge, nt, accuraf

AN
; ) \Y;
Subscribed and sworn before m¢ thi SQ%L day of 2001.
Fhdlecd S oo lrzo s

Notdry Pubfic; .z ryeic FOR SOUTH CAROLIMA

Ky commission sxpires Septempor 2 2007

U.S. Senate Governmental Affairs Committee Pre-hearing Questionnaire
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OPENING STATEMENT
FOR
JOHN D. GRAHAM
NOMINEE FOR ADMINISTRATOR
OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS

Thank you, Chairman Thompson, Senator Lieberman, and members of'the
Committee for the opportunity to provide a brief opening statement. I am honored
to be President Bush’s nominee as Administrator of OIRA at OMB and look
forward to the opportunity to work with each of the members of this Committee.
Some say that I am not practicing risk analysis in my own life, since the risks of
this job may far outweigh the benefits. YetI take a more optimistic view and
aspire to working on behalf of taxpayers to improve the regulatory system in the

USA.

Since 1985 I have taught risk analysis, risk communication, and cost-benefit
analysis to graduate students at the Harvard School of Public Health. In 1990 I also
launched the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis, where teams of faculty and
students apply analytic tools to issues in medical technology, food safety,

automotive safety, and environmental protection.
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If I am confirmed as OTRA Administrator, I will be making a major change
in my professional role and my responsibilities will be quite different. I will be
responsible for enforcing the laws of the land as Congress wrote them. I will
advise the OMB Director and the President on future legislation. I will implement
the President’s policies and advocate the President’s priorities. 1 will lead a team
of fine analysts at OMB, and work with Congress and the public on issues

regarding regulation and information.

One of my chief roles will be to stimulate more analytical thinking about
major regulatory decisions in the federal government -- decisions that affect State
and local governments, small and large businesses, and the public at large. My
responsibilities wﬂl also include paperwork reduction, information policy, and

statistical policy.

Mr. Chairman, the subject of openness in regulatory review at OMB has
been a concern of this Committee for more than 15 years. Progress has been made
in recent years and I pledge to continue that progress while protecting the ability of
OMB staff to do their jobs efficiently. If confirmed, I will work to achieve

regulatory reviews that are timely, transparent, and rigorous. I understand that
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openness does not necessarily create agreement. Yet I also hope that we will find
issues where the spirit of openness permits dialogue and a narrowing of policy

disagreements.

Since my nomination in March, some have charged that I and the Harvard
Center for Risk Analysis have a pro-business bias. I respectfully disagree.
Sometimes the findings of our studies have supported the interests of sponsors.
Sometimes the findings of our studies have supported-stricter regulation of
business. And sometimes our studies offer public health insight but do not affect
business interests one way or another. Our Center has simply followed the

scientific data and analysis, wherever they happened to lead us.

Thank you for the opportunity to make this opening statement and I look

forward to the opportunity to respond to questions.
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BIOGRAPHICAL & FINANCIAL INFORMATION Requested of Nominees

A. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

1. Name: ~ JohnD. Graham

2. Position to which Nominated:

Administrator, Office of Information & Regulatory Afairs,
Office of Management & Budget

3 Date of Nomination: March 2001

4. Address:

Office: Harvard Center for Risk Analysis, Harvard School of Public Health,
718 Huntington Avenue, Boston, MA 02115

5 Date and Place of Birth: Oclober 39, 1956 in Pittsburgh, PA

6. Marital Status: Married 22 years to Susan Patricia Woemer
7. Names and Ages of Children:
8. Education:

Camegie-Mellon University, 1981-1983, Ph.D., Urban and Public Affairs, December 1983
Duke University, 1978-1980, MA., Public Affairs, September 1980

Wake Forest University, 1974-1978, B.A., Economics and Politics, May 1978

Narth Hills High School, 1970-1974, H.S. diploma, June 1974

9. Employment Record:

«  Professor of Policy & Decision Sciences, Harvard School of Public Health,
Boston, MA, 1991 to present

» Associate Professor of Policy & Decision Stiences, Harvard School of Public Health,
Boston, MA 1988 fo 1991

o Assistant Professor of Policy & Decision Sciences, Harvard School of Public Health,
Boston, MA 1985 to 1988

«  Assistant Professor, School of Urban and Public Affairs, Camegie-Meflon University,
Pittsburgh, PA, 1984 to 1985

o Post-Doctoral Fellow, Harvard School of Public Health, Boston, MA, 1983 fo 1984

«  Pre-Doctoral Fellow, Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., 1982 to 1983

o Staff Associate/Research Assistant, Commitiee on Risk & Decision Making,
National Research Council, Nafional Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C., 1980 to 1981

o Summer Intem, Office of Management & Budget, Washington, D.C., Summer 1979
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10. Government Experience:

List any advisory, consultative, honorary or other part-time service or pesitions with federal, State, or local
governments, other than those listed above.

U.S. Centers for Disease Contro! (Injury Study Section)

Congressional Research Service, U.S. Library of Congress (Consulfant)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Scientific Advisory Board)

Independent Regulatory Review Commission, Commonwealth of Penna. (Consuitant)

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation (Motor Vehicle
. Safely Research Advisory Committee)

e U.S. Office of Management and Budgef (Consuftant)

e Radiation Research Program, U.S. Department of Energy (Advisory Committee)

o U.S. Department of Justice (Consultant)

11. Business Relationships:

List all positions held as an officer, director, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, represen(ati.ve, or 50nsul(ant of any
corporation, company, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, educational or other institution.

*

Air Products and Chemicals (Environmental Advisory Committee)

American Council for Capital Formation (Consulfant)

American Enterprise Institute (Consuftant)

American Industrial Health Council (Consultant)

American Water Works Association Research Foundation (Consultant)
Brookings Institution (Consulfant)

Camegie-Melflon University (Consultant)

Center for Indoor Air Research (Consuitant)

Dow AgroSciences (Global Environment Advisory Council)

Environmental Policy Center (Risk Dialogue Group)

European Society of Oncology (Consultant)

Federal Focus (Consulftant)

Gradient Corporation (Consultant)

Health Effects Institute (Consuiltant)

Industrial Economics (Consulfant)

Independent Regulatory Review Commission, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (Consultant)
Institute of Medicine, National Research Council, National Academy of Sciences (Consultant)
International Council on Metals and the Environment (Consultant)
International Institute of Synthetic Rubber Producers (Consultant)

Ketchum Communications (Advisory Board of Consultants)

King and Spaulding Law Offices (Expert Witness)

Metcalf and Eddy (Consultant)

National Academy of Engineering, National Academy of Sciences (Consulfant)
National Center for Policy Analysis {Consultant)

Pierce, Atwood, Scribner, Allen, Smith and Lancaster Atiomeys at Law (Expert Witness)
Procter and Gamble Company (Consultant)

Public Health Policy Advisory Board (Distinguished Fellow)

Resources for the Future (Consultant)

2, 4-D Task Force (Consuttant)

University of Virginia (Consulfant)

Westemn States Petroleum Association (Consultant)

* No financial compensation provided. . . .
(1 have had speaking engagements with numerous organizations. Ms. Hardy told me not to include speaking engagements since they
are not considered business relationships.)
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12. MEMBERSHIPS:
List all memberships and offices held in professional, business, fraternal, scholarly, civic, public, charitable and
other organizations.
“Accident Analysis & Prevention: An Intemational Joumnal” (Editorial Board)
Advancement of Sound Science Coalifion (Policy Advisory Board)
American Council on Science and Health (Board of Scientific and Policy Advisors)
American Enterprise Institute-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies (Advisory Board)
Annapolis Center for Environmental Quality, Inc. (Board Member)
Association for the Advancement of Injury Control (Board Member)
Biological Effects of Low Level Exposures (Advisory Committee)
Center for Policy Research, American Council for Capital Formation (Board of Scholars)
Center for Regulatory Improvement, Camegie-Melion University (Advisory Commitiee)
Enterprise for the Environment (Member)
Environmental Defense (Member)
Franklin Country Club (Member)
Harvard Club in Boston (Member)
“Injury Control and Safety Promotion” (Editorial Board)
Intemational Food and Information Council Foundation (Board Member)
“Joumal of Risk Research” (Editorial Board) '
Mercatus Center, George Mason University (Advisory Board)
National Academy of Sciences, Committee on Risk Analysis (Advisory Board)
National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurement (Member)
National Research Council, NAS (Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology)
National Research Council, National Academy of Sciences (Transportation Research Board)
Progressive Policy Institute (Project Advisor)
“Risk Analysis: An International Journal® (Editorial Board)
“Risk: Health, Safety, and Environment” (Editorial Board)
Risk Management & Decision Processes Cntr, Wharton Business School (Advisory Commitiee)
Society for Risk Analysis (President 1995-1996)
Wake Forest University (Board of Visitors)

13. . Political Affiliations and Activities:
(a) List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office for which you have been a
candidate.
None.

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to ail political parties or el
during the last ten years.

None.

(c) itemize ali polit contril to any individual, organization, pelitical party, political action
committee, or similar entity of $50 or more for the past five years.

$300 04/12/2000  Republican National Committee
$100 117151999  George W. Bush

$100. 06/28/1999 Elizabeth Dole

$250 06/02/1993  Elizabeth Dole

$250 09231996  Republican National Committee
$250 09/23/1996  Richard Zimmer

$200 02/25/1996  Republican National Committee
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Honors and Awards:

List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary degrees, honorary society memberships, military medals and any other
special recognitions for outstanding service or achievements.

« 1998, Annapolis Center’s Annual Public Service Award.for Achievements in Risk Communication fo the
American People.

o 1991, Surgeon General Antonia Novello, M.D. presented the Centers for Disease Confrol's Award for
Outstanding Service in Helping to Develop and Support the National Agenda for Injury Conrol.

» 1991, Society for Aufomotive Engineers, Industry-Govemment Meeting’s Outstanding QOral Presentation for
“The Case for Motor Vehicle Injury Control.”

1984, “Journal of Policy Analysis and Management” Annual Herbert Salzman Award for Qustanding Paper
(Co-recipient with Steven Garber for paper in Volume 3).

Published Writings:

List the titles, publishers, and dates of boaks, articies, reports, or other published materials which you have written.
Please refer to the attached copy of my curricufum vitae, pages 2 through 14, for a list of Books, Published
Papers and Reports, Editorials or Commentaries, and Congressional and Administrative Testimony and
Comments. | have delivered one copy of each item to Senator Lieberman’s office and to Senator
Thompson’s office. | also included one copy of each issue of the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis (HCRA)
“Risk in Perspective” series and a set of HCRA Annual Reports.. ’

Speeches:

Provide the Committee with four copies of any formal speeches you have delivered during the last five years which
you have copies of and are on topics relevant to the position for which you have been nominated.

« | have delivered “Making Sense of Risk” over 100 times during the last 10 years. The $peech is typically
delivered with slides but no formal text. | have enclosed transcripts from 1994 and 1998 versions of the
speech, plus hard copies of slides used in 1998.

e An edited transcript of my remarks at a 1996 Heritage conference, *Making Regulatory Reform a Reality," is
provided.

«  Awritten version of my 1999 speech, “Endocrine Disruptors and ‘the’ Precautionary Principle,” to the
Japanese Ministry of the Environment is provided. '

Selection:
(a} Do you know why you were chosen for this nomination by the President?

1 believe | was chosen for this nomination because of my qualifications.

{b) What do you believe in your background or employment experience affirmatively qualifies you for-this particular
appointment? .
I have over fifteen years of experience at Harvard teaching the fools of regulatory analysis, including risk
assessment, decision analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis, and cost-benefit analysis. | have also studied
and written about the decision making of federal regulatory agencies, especially CPSC, EPA, FDA, NHTSA,
and OSHA, and have served on several agency advisory commitiees. In addition, ! have leamed about the
workings of Congress through testimony provided at numerous congressional committee hearings and )
through dialogue with congressional staff and Members of Congress working on Jegislation. My managerial
experience at the Harvard Cenfer for Risk Analysis should assist me in performing the manageriel tasks at
OMB-OIRA.
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FUTURE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIPS

Will you sever all connections with your present employer, business firms, business
associations or business organizations if you are confirmed by the Senate?

Yes.

Do you have any plans, commitments or agreements to pursue outside employment, with or
without compensation, during your service with the government?

No.

Do you have any plans, commitments or agreements after completing government service to
resume employment, affiliation or practice with your previous employer, business firm,
association or organization?

| have resigned my position as Director, Harvard Center for Risk Analysis. However, | have retained my fenured
professorship at the Harvard School of Public Health. Upon confirmation, ! will be granted a two-year leave of
absence from Harvard University. | am able to return to my tenured faculty position at the Harvard School of Public
Health within two years of my Senate confirmation. | may be able fo retum to the position at a later date, but it is
only guaranteed to remain as an option for me for up to 2 years from the time my leave of absence begins. During
my leave of absence ! will receive no compensation or benefis of any kind from the University.

Has anybody made a commitment to employ your services in any capacity after you leave
government service?

Except for the within 2 years commitment from Harvard University, explained in question 3, above, no one has
made a commitment to employ my services in any capactty after | leave government service.

If confirmed, do you expect to serve out your full term or until the next Presidential election,
whichever is applicable?

lintend to serve as long as President Bush desires my services.
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C. POTENTIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

1. Describe all financial arrangements, deferred compensation agreements, and other continuing
dealings with business associates, clients, or customers.

There are none.

2, Indicate any investments, obligations, liabilities, or other relat‘ionships which could involve
potential conflicts of interest in the position to which you have been nominated.
My investments are almost entirely in diversified mutual funds, except for small holdings of common stock in 3
companies: 150 shares of Procter and Gamble, 300 shares of Port Financial, our local bank, and 12 shares of
Avaya. One of my daughter's accounts alsc holds 75 shares of Microsoft common stock. If it is deemed
inappropriate for me to maintain any of these holdings, | will fiquidate.

3. Describe any business relationship, dealing or financial transaction which you have had
during the last ten years, whether for yourself, on behalf of a client, or acting as an agent, that
could in any way constitute or result in a possibie conflict of interest in the position to which
you have been nominated.

There are none.

4. Describe any activity during the past ten years in which you have engaged for the purpose of
directly or indirectly influencing the passage, defeat or modification of any legislation or
affecting the administration and execution of law or public policy.
| have testified before Congressional Committees and Federal Agencies on numerous occasions. Please refer to
the enclosed curriculum vitae, pages 13 and 14, for a list of my Congressional and Administrative Testimony and
Comments. | have included copies of these testimonies and comments with this form. For the last four sessions, |
have offered technical advice to House and Senate staff on requlatory reform legislation.

5. Explain how you will resolve any potential conflict of interest, including any that may be
disclosed by your responses to the above items.
1 do not foresee any conflicts of interest. | approach regulation analytically, without preconceived nations of what
action should be taken. if somehow there were a conflict of interest that | was unable to efiminate, f would recuse
myself from the review of that regulation. If it is determined that any of my financial holdings may present @ conflict
of interest, | will liquidate those holdings.

6. Do you agree to have written opinions provided to the Committee by the designated agency
ethics officer of the agency to which you are nominated and by the Office of Govemmgnt .
Ethics concerning potential conflicts of interest or any legal impediments to your serving In
this position? )

Yes.
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D. LEGAL MATTERS

1. Have you ever been disciplined or cited for a breach of ethics for unprofessional condu«_:t Py, or
been the subject of a complaint to any court, administrative agency, professional association,
disciplinary committee, or other professional group?

Not to my knowledge.

2. Have you ever been investigated, arrested, charged or held by any federal, State, or other'law
enforcement authority for violation of any federal, State, county or municipal law, regulation or
ordinance, other than a minor traffic offense?

Not to my knowledge.

3. Have you or any business of which you are or were an officer ever been invoived as a party in
interest in any administrative agency proceeding or civil litigation? ’
{ have been involved in litigation only as a witness. In the earty 1990s | testified as an expert witness on state water
quality criteria in the State of Maine for the Law Firm of Pierce, Atwood, Scribner, Allen, Smith and Lancaster and in
the states of Louisiana and Alabama for the Law Firm of King and Spaulding. These law fims were representing
companies in the pulp and paper industry regarding dioxin emissions. | was also an expert witness for the United
States Department of Justice in 1994 in a case against a company that misrepresented its status as a recycler, the
Marine Shale Case, DJ File #30-11-2-204. ’ '

4. Have you ever been convicted (including pleas of guilty or nolo contendere) of any criminal
violation other than a minor traffic offense?

No.

5. Please advise the Committee of any additional information, favorable or unfavorable, which you
feel should be considered in connection with your nomination.

| 'am not aware of any other information that should be considered.
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E. FINANCIAL DATA

Financial Data maintained on file in Committee offices.

AFFIDAVIT

John D. Graham, bemg duly sworn, hereby states that he has read and signed the foregoing Statement on

Bl graphical and F ion and that the information provided therein is, to the best of his
dge, current,

%ﬁ Jva
7

Subscribed and sworn before me this

2001,




161

Books

John D. Graham, Laura Green, and Marc J. Roberts, In Search of Safety: Chemicals and Cancer Risk,
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA, 1988.

John D. Graham (ed.), Preventing Automobile Injury; Recent Findings of Evaluation Research, Auburn
House Publishing Company, Dover, MA, 1988.

John D. Graham, Auto Safety: Assessing America's Performance, Auburn House Publishing Company,
Dover, MA, 1989.

John D. Graham (ed.), Hambessing Science for Environmental Regulation, Praeger, Westport, CT, 1991.

John D. Graham and Jonathan B. Wiener (eds.), Risk versus Risk: Tradeoffs in Protecting Health and the
Environment, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA, 1995.

John D. Graham (ed.), The Role of Epidemiology in Regulatory Risk Assessment, Elsevier Science,
Amsterdam, NL, 1995.

John D. Graham and Jennifer K. Hartwell (eds.), The Greening of Industry: A Risk Management
Approach, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA, 1997. :

Published Papers and Reports (* indicates peer reviewed)

1. James W. Vaupe! and John D. Graham, "Egg in Your Bier?" Public Interest, Winter 1980,
pp. 3-17.

2.*  John D. Graham and James W. Vaupel, "The Value of a Life: What Difference Does It Make?"
Risk Analysis, Volume 1, 1981, pp. 89-95; reprinted with revision, What Role for Government?
eds., Richard Zeckhauser and Derek Leebauert, Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1983,

pp. 176-186; reprinted, Risk Benefit Analysis in Water Resource Planning and Management, ed.,
Yacov Y. Haimes, New York: Plenum Press, 1981, pp. 233-244.

3* John D. Graham, "Some Explanations of Disparities in Lifesaving Investments," Policy Studies
Review, Volume 1, 1982, pp. 692-704.

4.* John D. Graham, "On Wilde's Theory of Risk Homeostasis," Risk Analysis, Volume 2, 1982,
pp. 235-237. .

5.* John D. Graham and Patricia Gorham, "NHTSA and Passive Restraints: A Case of Arbitrary
" and Capricious Deregulation,” Administrative Law Review, Volume 35, 1983, pp. 193-252.

6. John D. Graham, "Automobile Crash Protection: Institutional Responses to Self-Hazardous
Behavior,” Risk Analysis. Institutions, and Public Policy, ed., Susan G. Hadden, Associated
Faculty Press, 1984, pp. 39-59.

7.% John D. Graham and Steven Garber, "Evaluating the Effects of Automobile Safety
Regulation," Journa] of Policy Analvsis and Management, Volume 3, No. 2, 1984, pp. 206-224.
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John D. Graham and Max Henrion, "A Probabilistic Analysis of the Passive-Restraint
Question,” Risk Analysis, Volume 4, No. 1, 1984, pp. 25-40.

Robert W. Crandall and John D. Graham, "Automobile Safety Regulation and Offsetting
Behavior: Some New Empirical Estimates," American Economic Review, Volume 74, No. 2,
May 1984, pp. 328-331.

John D. Graham, "Technology, Behavior, and Safety: An Empirical Study of Automobile
Occupant-Protection Regulation," Policy Sciences, Volume 17, 1984, pp. 141-151.

John D. Graham, "The Failure of Agency-Forcing: The Regulation of Airborne Carcinogens
Under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act," Duke Law Journal, February 1985, pp. 100-150;
selected for republication in Land and Environment Law Review, ed., Stuart L. Deutsch, 1986.

John D. Graham, "Secretary Dole and the Future of Automobile Airbags," Brookings
Review, Summer 1985, pp. 10-15.

John D. Graham, Howard Raiffa, and James W. Vaupel, "Science and Analysis: Roles in
Risk and Decision Making," Risk Evaluation and Management , eds., Vincent Covello,
Joshua Menkes, and Jeryl L. Mumpower, New York: Plenum Press, 1986, pp. 503-518.

John D. Graham and Younghee Lee, "Behavioral Response to Safety Regulation: The Case
of Motorcycle Helmet-Wearing Legislation,” Policy Sciences, Volume 19, 1986, pp. 253-273.

John D. Graham, "Cancer in the Courtroom: Risk Assessment in the Post-Benzene Era," Journal of
Policy Analvsis and Management, Volume 6, No. 3, 1987, pp. 432-438; reprinted in Environmental
Risk Management: [s Analysis Useful? Air Pollution Control Assoc., Pittsburgh, PA, 1986, pp. 98-104.

John D. Graham, "Application of Decision Analysis to Mental Health," Medical Care, Volume 25,
1987, pp. 585-586.

Evridiki Hatziandreu, John D. Graham, and Michael A. Stoto, "AIDS and Biomedical
Research Funding: A Comparative Analysis,” Reviews of Infectious Diseases, Volume 10, No. 1,
1988, pp. 159-167.
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